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would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 A A. A ™ 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future ae, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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LONDON, DECEMBER 14, 1889. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We pustisn elsewhere a set of new rules which have just been 
issued. They will be known as the “ Rules of the Supreme Court, 
December, 1889,” and come into operation on the Ist of January 
next. Most of them have been made in view of the amendments 
of the law introduced by the Arbitration Act, 1889, which com- 
mences on the same date, and we propose to notice them in 
diecussing that statute under ‘ Legislation of the Year”; but 
two of the rules are en addition to R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 57, relating 
to interpleader. The first, which becomes rule 16 of that order, 
requires a claim to oe taken in execution to be in writing. 
Upon its receipt the sheriff or his offlcer is to give notice to the 
execution creditor according to a form con in the 4 
and, according to another form, also there given (the two forms 
become Nos. 28 and 29 of Appendix B), the execution creditor i 


Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected wnder Tables I. and II. apply for an interpleader summons, and then, if, prior to the “dey 
— ee eS ss eee = “ < “= ett ene + | * . tion 
creditor admits the claim, the judge 


PT l order as to costs as may be just and reasonable. 


Five. | Ten. 











Ever since the case of Smith v. Buchan (36 W. R. 631) was 
before Mr. Justice Kay, there has been impending a prospect of 
extra cost and extra trouble in actions in which the plaintiff moves 
for judgment in default of defence, and more parti y in actions 
for specific performance or ion of . In the 
learned judge announced that at a meeting of the judges it had 
been decided that no evidence in such cases could be received, but 
judgment must be given according to the pleadings alone. On 
Saturday last the same judge emphasized this decision by giving 
judgment in an action of Bond v. Cuningham for specific perform- 
ance of the contract ‘‘as stated in the statement of claim.” The 
result of this will apparently be, that, if the contract is not for 
this purpose sufficiently stated, the plaintiff's present action may 
are ae Seeing that no pleader can tell beforehand that a 
efendant will so make default, he is on the horns of a dilemma, 
one of which impels him to frame his pleadi 
Form 12 in Appendix C to the Rules of the 
other to set out the agreement at greater len 
for the contingency of a motion for judgment in 

In the one case he runs the risk of getting an im 
haps unworkable, order, and in the other 
portion of his costs. In actions for speci 

usually some inquiries as to title, and as to the amount due and 
terest, or as to rents, and when th ief clerk 
in chambers, his natural course is to call for and look at the agree- 
ment, and incidentally to see that it is properly stamped. If Mr. 
Justice Kay forbids him to do this, it becomes a question how the 
inquiries are to be carried on? Perhaps pleaders may 
these considerations to so frame their ings as to 
They will, for instance, in an action possession of Jand so 
out the parcels that the description may be transferred verbatim 
on to the writ of possession, should it ever be issued 
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Tue Court or Appeat have reversed the decision of Kexewrcn, 
J., in Tomlin v. Luce (37 W. R. 490), and seem to have been of 


® | the opinion which we stated at the time, that it was probably due 
22 | to some misunderstanding (33 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, eg Owing 


to the mistake of their auctioneer, mortgagees 







to bri 
pial the judge found that the compensation was reasonable, 


it does not appear at first sight that the mistake had done any 
mischief; but Mr. Justice Kexewicu held, firetly, that, whatever 
were its results, the first mortgagees were li for it, and 

held that their liability was measured by the sum of 

the action was brought to charge them with what, but for 
own wilful default, they might have received, it is obvious 
this assumes that the original price was the correct one in any 
event, and that the return of the £895 by way of compensation, 
nage ae ee to 





within four days, to give notice that he admits or disputes the 


error had caused. 














Ny aneagrnaipngtnnce. ss 


ie, heeled 


5 lath EOL TTS epi SEE EOD BOE RS Rt A 





106 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











Tue arcument in Reg. v. Holt (reported elsewhere) on| sworn.” Mr. Winstow suggests that the form of administration of 
the rule nisi for a mandamus to compel the Office of Land| the oath should be altered somewhat as follows :—‘‘ You swear 
Registry to register charges imposed by virtue of section 257 of| that this is your name and handwriting, that you have read 
the Public Health Act, 1875, appears (as we anticipated in our| through the contents of this document, and that they are true, 


comments on the cate presented to the court when the rule was 
granted on July 29) to have assumed a somewhat humorous aspect ; 


and as to charges under that Act the decision of Lord Cotxermmer, 


C.J., and Matuew, J., denies to purchasers the protection which 
the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, was 
believed to have given. The Attorney-General, on behalf of the 


Treasury (which surely must stand aghast at its own moderation), 
robed in the garb of an almost austere self-denial, resisted the flood 
of golden fees with which the Corporation of Nottingham threatened 
to overwhelm his clients in case the court should grant the 
mandamus for which the corporation sued ; while counsel for the 
corporation candidly said that his clients “rather desired the 
application to be refused,” and is also reported to have said that 
‘+ if these charges ought to be registered and were not, purchasers 
for value would be seriously affected”; but this can hardly be a 
correct version of his argument, for on that hypothesis the charges 
would, by section 12 of the Act of 1888, be void as against 
purchasers. Under these circumstances, the court, we are told, 
came to the conclusion that the application ‘‘ need not be granted ” 
—that is, we suppose, that it did not find itself obliged to baulk the 
rigid virtue of the Treasury in the enjoyment of its self-denying 
ordinance, or to disappoint the anxious applicants by acceding to 
their prayer. The court, confessing iteelf perplexed by the 
wonderful unanimity of the combatants in this spirited engage- 
ment, gratified their valour by observing that it agreed with both 
of them, and therefore refused the application, on the ground, 
apparently, that the Act of 1888 applies only to charges created on 
an ‘‘ application” which is contemplated by section 10 as being 
made in the case of any charge which can be registered under the 
Act, and that no such application is made on the creation of charges 
under the Public Health Act. The corporation seem to have 
suggested that, if the court should grant their application, a great 
burden would be Jaid upon them, because the amounts of the charges 
would be in many cases extremely small, but it is to be observed 
that the result would not have been to compel the corporation to 
ineur the expense of registration if in any particular case it would 
not be worth their while to do so, nor even to deprive them of their 
charge if they should not register, except in case of any subsequent 
sale of the land, when they would be left to their personal 
remedies. As to cases in which the expenses of improvements are 
large, the local authority can avail itself of the further power, given 
by section 257 of the Public Health Act, to declare the expenses 
to be payable with interest ‘‘ by annual instalments within a period 
not exceeding thirty years,” and when that is done any instalment 
and interest ‘‘ may be recovered in a summary manner from the 
owner or occupier for the time being” of the premises. This 
provision , on the one hand, to give the local authority a 
remedy which. though personal only, is practically not much 
inferior to a charge, and, on the other hand, to subject purchasers 
to a lisbility ageinst which the Act of 1888 would not protect 
them, even if it were held to apply to the charges in question. 





THE coriovs corrEsronpENce in the Times on Mr. Justice Kay’s 
dictwm as to the duties of commissioners for oaths reveals some 
confusion between two wholly distinct questions, which we imagine 
may have also existed in mind of the learned judge. One 
question is whether deponents do in fact swear affidavits with 
reckless carelessness ; the other is whether it is the duty of the 
commissioner who administers the oath to see that they understand 
the contents of the sffidavit, or whether his duty is limited to 
administering the oath. On the former question, Mr. T. E. 
Wussiow, Q C., draws from his experience as a former bankruptcy 
official some curious instances of the careless way in which people 
who ought to know better take an oath. ‘I once bad,” he says, 
‘many years ago, to administer an oath to the highest dignitary 
of the of England, who was a trustee for some charity. 
On attending at Lambeth Palace, and his Grace being about to 
sworn, I put question to him, and received the reply, 
‘ Ob, I have it, I know what its contents are.’ I said 
would not administer the oath until his Grace had read the 


gs 
4 


so help,” &c. Mr. R. H. Sprzep, of Nottingham, says he hag 
taken thousands of affidavits and seen thousands taken by others, 
and that he has never used or seen any practice other than the 
following: ‘‘The commissioner, calling the attention of the 
deponent to his signature, asks him, Is that your name and hand- 
writing? Have you read this affidavit or heard it read? Do you 
understand it? And on receiving affirmative answers, proceeds to 
administer the oath.”” The rest of the testimony, however, is en- 
tirely opposed to the general prevalence of this practice. There 
can be no doubt that the great body of commissioners for oaths 
have not hitherto understood that, except in the case of blind 
persons or illiterates, it is any part of their duty to see that the 
deponent understands the contents of the affidavit. That is a 
matter, they consider, which rests with the solicitor who prepares 
the affidavit and brings the deponent to be sworn. Many of them 
go further, and consider that it would be contrary to professional 
etiquette to inquire into the contents of an affidavit brought to 
him to be sworn. As one correspondent puts it: ‘In many 
country towns there are but two or three solicitors, of whom two 
only may be commissioners. In local cases these persons will 
usually act for plaintiff and defendant respectively, and when affi- 
davits are required to be made, as a solicitor cannot administer an 
oath to his own client, they have to be sworn before the solicitor 
for the opposing party. The premature disclosure to the other side 
of the evidence to be given against the client of the commissioner 
might be of the greatest disadvantage in many cases.” In defence 
of this practice, solicitors may, as we pointed out last week, cite 
the practice of officials of the Central Office ; the provision of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, which by expressly requiring the 
reading of affidavits in the case of blind or illiterate persons, 
impliedly negatives it in other cases, and lastly the fact that the 
fee prescribed is preposterously inadequate for the labour which 
would be involved if Mr. Justice Kay’s suggestion were to be 
adopted. 





Ir 1s unFortuNATE that the decision of the House of Lords last 
Monday in The Midland Railway Co. v. Robinson, on the meaning 
of the word ‘‘mines,” did not precede their recent decision in 
Provost of Glasgow v. Farie (37 W. R. 627) on the meaning of 
the phrase “‘ mines of minerals.” In the latter case it was still an 
open question whether mines included surface works, and this cir- 
cumstance contributed to the curious variety of reasons assigned 
for the decision, upon which we have already commented (33 
Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 742). The point there to be considered was, 
whether clay to be got by surface working was included in the 
reservation of ‘‘ mines of coal, ironstone, slate, or other minerals” 
in section 18 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. 
ce. 17). The Lord Chancellor and Lord Warson thought that clay 
could not be a mineral at all within the meaning of these words, 
and therefore it was not necessary to discuss what a mine might 
be, although Lord Warsow was of opivion that it was to be taken in 
a wide sense. But with Lord Herscuer. and Lord Macyacuren it 
was different. The former thought that clay was a mineral, and 
therefore he had to determine whether surface working of it would 
constitute a mine. Answering this in the affirmative, he held that the 
pa J was an excepted mineral, and consequently dissented from the 
judgment of the House. Lord Macnacuren, on the contrary, based 
his decision on the principle that mines involve underground 
working, and hence, whatever minerals might be, clay in the 

case before him could be brought within the reservation. The 

result, therefore, was too much complicated with doubts as to the 

meaning of ‘‘ mines” to be of great value on the question of the 

meaning of ‘‘ minerals.” But on the present ogcasion the ia- 

terpretation of “mines” was directly considered, and several 

recent decisions of lower courts were affirmed (see 33 Soricrrors’ 

JovrnaL, 742). Lord Heascuert and Lord Macnaturen both 


stuck to their guns, and the decision really rested with Lord 
Watson, but as he now affirmed the opinion in favour of surface 
mines, which had been merely an obiter dictum in his previous 
judgment, he joined Lord Henscuztt, and so made a majority on 
that side. But, at the same time, he appears to have been hardly 
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In Provost of Glasgow v. Furie he 
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thought that clay could not be intended to be reserved as a 
mineral, because it constituted the very surface of the land which 
had been already paid for. But if this is so as to clay, very 
similar reasons should be applicable to the ironstone and limestone 
which, in the present case, it was proposed to get by open quarry- 
ing along more than a mile of railway. It is clear, however, that 
the word “‘ mines” must now be teken to include both under- 
ground and surface workings, but when the meaning of 
‘¢ minerals’ next comes to be discussed, the order in which these 
decisions have occurred is likely to cause no little confusion. 





We 00x occasion, a fortnight ago, to draw attention to the 
unguarded expressions which a divisional court of the Queen’s 
Bench Division were reported to have used in Schwartz v. Locket 
(ante, p. 80), which seemed to convey the notion that in the case 
of a tenancy from year to year there is no implied covenant for 
quiet enjoyment. We pointed out that a contract for quiet 
enjoyment is implied by law op a parol tenancy, but that there is 
an exception to this rule in the case where the landlord is himself 
a lessee, in which case the implied contract is limited to the dura- 
tion of his own Jease, and we sought to reconcile the decision of the 
Queen’s Bench Division by bringing the case within this exception. 
A correspondent maintains that this exception exists only in cases 
where the intending tenant has notice of the extent or possible 
duration of the landlord’s interest. That would be a very reason- 
able doctrine, but we do not think that it is leid down by the two 
cases we cited. In the course of the argument in Penfold v. 
Abbott (11 W. R. 169) counsel said there was an implied agree- 
ment on a demise by parol for quiet enjoyment, but was 
met at once by Mr. Justice Bracksurn with the remark, 
“but limited only to the duration of the lessor’s interest.” 
And Mr. Justice Wicurman said, ‘‘The effect of the implied 
agreement is that the tenant sball quietly enjoy so long as the 
landlord can enable him to do so. There is no averment that the 
defendant [the landlord] represented that he had a longer term, and 
there is an averment that the plaintiff knew he was only a termor ; 
but there is no averment that he had notice when the defendant’s term 
would end.” No reference to notice is contained in the judgment 
of the court, which says that “the implied agreement for quiet 
enjoyment was only during the continuance of the lessor’s interest, 
and ceased when it was determined. If the tenant desired to 
secure himself further, he should have taken an express stipula- 
tion for quiet enjoyment during the continuance of his own term 
or tenancy.” We think that the Queen’s Bench Division in the 
recent case rightly understood this decision as applying whether the 
intending tenant had or had not notice of the limited nature of the 
landlord’s interest. It may be said that the tenant does not suffer 
hardship, since he ought to have protected himself by taking an 
express contract for quiet enjoyment during his tenancy. But we 
agree with our correspondent that, considering the numerous cases 
of parol letting which occur, the doctrine now affirmed by the 
Queen’s Bench Division is unreasonable and inconvenient, and 
ought to be altered by legislation. 





Ovr REApERS Will find in another column an opinion given by 
the Attorney-General and two other counsel on the question of 
hearing in camerd, which isin accordance with the view we ex- 
pressed, ante, p. 41, where the subject will be found fully discussed. 








THE POSITION OF A SURETY FOR A MORTGAGE 
DEBT IN REFERENCE TO THE REAL PROPERTY 
LIMITATION ACT, 1874. 

In Re Frisby, Allison vy. Frisby (838 W. R. 65), the Court of 

Appeal was divided in opinion as to whether the bar of section 8 

of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, can be taken advantage 

of by persons other than the mortgagor. That section specifies 
twelve years as the limit within which an action must be brought 

to recover ‘any sum of money secured by any mortgage,” and a 

preliminary question that arises is, whether it applies only to the 

mortgagee’s remedies against the land, or whether it bars equally 
his remedy against the mortgegor pereonally on his covenant. The 
ordinary limitation for an action on a covenant is, of course, under 





3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42,8. 3, twenty years, and the Act of 1874, in 
reducing the period for mortgagees to twelve years, does not profess 
to interfere with this. Formerly there was much difficulty felt in 
dealing with the corresponding discrepancy between the above 
limitation as to covenents and the bar of six years, imposed by 
section 42 of the Statute of Limitation of 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 
27), upon the recovery of arrears in respect of money charged upon 
land, and ultimately it was decided by Lord Corrennam, C., in 
Hunter vy. Nockolds (1 Mac. & G. 640), that effect was to be given 
to both statutes. Thus, as against the estate on which an enuuity 
or mortgage was charged, no more than six years’ arrears could be 
recovered, but this did not interfere with the recovery of twenty 
years’ arrears of the annuity or of interest on the mortgage in an 
action brought upon the covenant. With regard, however, to the 
construction of section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874, a new departure was taken by the Court of Appeal in Sutton 
v. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511), and the late Master of 
the Rolls insisted upon the iiteral meaning of the words ‘‘ sum of 
money secured by mortgage.” The limitation upon any action 
brought to recover this is defined solely by these words, and 
whether the mortgagee proceeds against the land, or personally 
against the mortgagor, he is equally seeking to recover a sum of 
money secured by mortgage. This decision was followed by Fay, J., 
and perhaps carried further, in Fearnside vy. Flint (31 W. R. 318, 
22 Ch. D. 579), where the mortgagor had given a bond as collateral 
security for the mortgage debt. It was held that, under the sec- 
tion in question, the remedy on the bond was barred by the la 

of twelve years from the last payment of interest or pe Aas. 
ment of the debt, equally with the remedy against the land com- 
prised in the mortgage. This was upon the ground that no dis- 
tinction could be drawn ‘between a covenant contained in a 
mortgage deed and a collateral bond given at the same time as the 
mortgage, and the reasoning was approved by Bowen, L.J., in Re 
Powers (infra), where -he said that to hold otherwise would be to 
give an iastrument a different effect on account of its not being on 
the same sheet of paper. 

Turning now to the case of a surety for the mortgage debt, it 
appears at first sight that any proceeding taken by the mortgagee 
against him must necessarily be an action to recover the sum 
secured by the mortgage, but this view did not commend itself to 
the Court of Appeal in Re Powers, Lindsell v. Phillips (30 Ch. D. 
291). There a mortgage was created to secure the sum of £1,000, 
and two sureties entered into a bond for the payment of £200, part 
of that amount. The bond was conditioned to be void if the mort- 
gagor paid the mortgage-money and interest according to his cove- 
nant. In the judgments that were delivered it was objected that 
the debts created by the mortgage and by the bond were different, 
and that it could not here be said that the money secured by the 
bond was identical with the money secured by the mortgage. In 
confirmation of this view Bowen, L.J., pointed out that an action 
on the bond, so far from being an action to recover money charged 
on the land, was really an action to recover damages from the 
surety because the mortgagor would not pay. The distinction 
appears somewhat artificial, as, whatever may be the technical 
effect of the bond, it is in substance a further security for the pay- 
ment of the money already charged upon the land, and the same 
judge, as we have just seen, had already protested against allowing 
matters of form to interfere with the substance of the transaction. 

In the recent case of Allison v. Frisby the liability of the 
surety in connection with the mortgage arose in a more direct 
manner, and the above reasoning would not be applicable. The 
mortgagor had covenanted to surrender copyhold property to the 
mortgagee to secure £800, and the deed also contained a covenant 
by which the mortgegor and another person, as surety for him, 
jointly and severally bound themselves for the mortgage debt. 
Payments of interest were made by the mortgagor withia twelve 
years of action brought, but nothing in the way of payment or 
acknowledgment was ever done by the surety, and it was con- 
tended that the remedy against him was barred by section 8 
the statute of 1874. In the result it was held that, in an 
event, the payments by the mortgagor kept the debt alive : 
the surety, and it, therefore, became unnecessary to 
question upon the statute. It may be noticed that the 
favour of oo-contractors and co-debtors given by section 14 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, under which 
contractor or oo-debtor is not prejudiced by payments 
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another, is confined to the enactments therein referred to—viz., 
21 Jac. 1, c. 16, s. 3; 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 3; and 16 & 17 
Vict. c. 118, s. 20—and, therefore, could not here be relied upon. 
But, though this was unavimously adopted as a sufficient ground 
for the decision, both Corron and Bower, L.JJ., expressed their 
opinions on the general question whether section 8 was to be 
restricted to actions brought against the person who has given the 
security. The latter was in favour of the restriction, but did not 
enter into his reasons for so thinking. Lord Justice Corron, who 
took the other side, was more explicit, and seems to have recurred 
to the literal rendering of the words adopted by Jessel, M.R., in 
Sutton v. Sutton. The covenant was clearly made with reference 
to a sum of money secured by mortgage, and, whether the action 
on it was brought against the mortgagor or the surety, this fact 
would remain unsltered. Moreover, section 8 says nothing about 
the person against whom the action is to be brought, but, as we 
have seen, imposes a general limitation upon actions brought to 
recover money defined in a particular way—viz., money secured 
by the mortgage. There being thus no limitation in respect of 
the person sued, Corron, L.J., did not see how any such restriction 
could now be introduced. This seems to be reasonably clear, and 
the conclusion is assisted by the general consideration, which he 
also noticed, that it would be unreasonable to hold that the 
benefit of the statute is confined to the mortgagor, when another 
has made himself liable for the debt. 

If this should be the view ultimately taken of the meaning of 
the section, it will probably necessitate a review of the decision in 
Re Powers (supra). It has already been settled, as we have seen, 
in Fearnside v. Flint (supra) that the mortgagor’s liability on a 
collateral bond is barred equally with the mortgage, on the ground 
that the bond amounts to no more than a covenant in the mortgage. 
On the same principle the bond in Re Powers would appear not to 
differ substantially from the covenant in Allison v. Frisby, and if 
it should be established that the surety is entitled to the benefit of 
the statute under circumstances similar to those of the latter case, 
the benefit ought apparently to be made general and to include the 
former. In both cases the sum secured is really the mortgage 
money, and differences in the manner in which the sureties are 
bound do not alter this essential fact. 








THE RESPONSIBILITY OF EMPLOYERS TOWARDS 
WORKMEN IN RESPECT OF DEFECTS IN MACHI- 
NERY AND PLANT. 


We have in a previous article endeavoured to shew that the solu- 
tion of such questions as were raised in ihe cases of Zhomas v. 
Quartermaine (85 W. R. 555, 18 Q B.D. 685) and Yarmouth v. 
France (36 W. R. 281, 19 Q. B. D. 647) must mainly depend 
on the view taken of the true meaning and effect of the Employers’ 
Liability Act with regard to injuries occasioned by defective 
machinery and plant. Having regard to the eminence of the 
judges who have arrived at diverse conclusions on the subject, it 
would argue great hardihood to pronounce a confident opinion as 
to the true construction of the Act in this respect. The truth is, 
as we have already said, that the Act is, in some respects, 
obscurely worded. There are indications, we think, that the 
Legislature iteelf had not the clearest possible idea what it exactly 
meant in some of its provisions, and therefore it is not very won- 
derful that different minds should take different views of the 
meaning of such provisions. We propose, however, briefly to 
discuss certain considerations which arise in relation to the con- 
struction of the Act. 

The question in the class of cases to which we refer turns upon 
the 1st sub-section of section 1, which, in substance, provides that, 
where personal injury is caused to a workman by reason of any defect 
in the condition of the ways, works, machinery, or plant connected 
with or used in the business of the employer, the workman, or his 
legal personal representatives, as the case may be, shall have the 
same right of compensation and remedies against the employer “as 
if the workman had not been a workman of, nor in the service of, 
the employer, nor engaged in his work.” Now these latter words, 
which we have placed between inverted commas, apply to all the 
sub-sections of the section in common, but they seem to us clearer 
and more easy of application with regard to some of the other sub- 


sections than to the lst. It has been pointed out by Bowen, L.J., | 





that the words do not purport to create a duty in cases where, at 
common law, apart from any doctrine peculiar to the law of master 
and servant, there would have been no duty, but only to remove a 
limitation peculiar to the case of a servant. Where a workman, 
but for the doctrines peculiar to the law of master and servant, 
could, on the ordinary common law principle, respondeat superior, 
clearly have recovered against the master for the negligence of his 
fellow-servant, the words are capable of easy application. There are 
many cases that might be given as illustrations, in which there 
clearly would be a breach of duty by a servant, for which a master 
would be responsible to a servant injured thereby, if it were not 
for the doctrine of the common law with regard to negligence of a 
fellow-servant. For instance, suppose a foreman, haviog superin- 
tendence of the operation of hoisting up a heavy piece of machinery 
or goods on his employer’s premises, negligently omits to have it 
properly secured, so that it falls on and injures a workman passing 
below who is engaged in the same employment: there does not 
seem to be much difficulty in saying that a person, engaged in 
hoisting a heavy article in such a position as that, if it is carelessly 
dealt with, damage will be likely to result to some person below, 
has a duty towards any person lawfully on the premises who may 
be below, for the breach of which the master would have been 
responsible to a servant on the common law principie, respondeat 
superior, but for the doctrine peculiar to the case of a servant by 
which the master is not responsible for the negligence of a fellow- 
servant because the servant impliedly undertakes the risks incidental 
to the employment; and, therefore, that under the -words of the 
Act the master in such a case will be responsible, because they 
take away the exceptional position of the servant in this respect so 
far as workmen are concerned. 

But the effect of the same words when applied to defects in 
machinery or plant is not quite so clear. Where injury happens 
through such defect, the case is not like that supposed above, 
where the injury is the direct and immediate result of some act of 
negligence by a fellow-servant. The injury arises proximately 
through the state of the machinery or plant; and, assuming that 
there is nothing in the nature of a trap, and that the nature and 
possible consequences of the defect are as well known to, and as 
capable of being appreciated by, one party as the other, it does not 
seem to us that at common law there would be any duty imposed 
on the employer in respect of such defect towards a licensee or any 
other member of the public lawfully on the employer’s premises or 
using the machinery or plant as a volunteer, any more than toa 
servant of such employer. It is clear that there is no duty on a 
man in the abstract towards the world at large to have his premises 
or machinery iu avy particular state ; the existence of such a duty 
must depend on some relation between the particular parties. That 
being so, it would seem to be a somewhat clumsy and obscure kind 
of legislation, in relation to cases of this kind, to say that a man 
shall not be considered to be a servant without saying in what 
position he shall be considered to be. If it be true that there 
would at common law be no responsibility on the master, in respect 
of open and palpable defects of machinery and plant, the nature 
and consequences of which are capable of being adequately appre- 
ciated by the servant, towards a servant who voluntarily uses them, 
knowing of such defects, quite apart from the existence of any doc- 
trine peculiar to the case of a servant, then it is obvious that to make 
the sub-section applicable to such @ case is to give it an application 
entirely different from that which it has with regard to cases 
where, but for the special doctrines relating to servants, there 
would have been, on the general principles of common law, a 
right of action against the master. To give it such an application, 
it would be necessary to construe it as creating a responsibility 
towards a servant, which at common law would not have existed, 
even if the peculiar doctrine of the law as to servants had never 
been developed. Ma 

The question, therefore, as it seems to us, must be whether from 
the terms of the Act an intention to create such a responsibility 
can be implied, though its terms do not expressly purport to create 
it. It seems to us very possible, and even probable, that the sub- 
section may have in fact been framed upon some idea that, apart 
from the peculiar doctrine as to the servant’s impliedly under- 
taking the risks of the service, there would have been, on common 
law principles, such a responsibility ; and, if the sub-section could 
have no application except upon the assumption that that would 





have been so, an argument might arise taat by necessary implica- 
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tion the Legislature had created such a responsibility. But the 
difficulty in the way of such an argument seems to us to be that 
the words appear capable of having an application analogous to 
that which they have in relation to the other sub-sections without 
any such assumption. 

‘We venture to think that there would be many cases where, but 
for the doctrines peculiar to the case of master and servant, on 
the common law principle, respondeat superior, there would have 
been a responsibility on the master for injuries occasioned to a 
servant by defects of machinery or plant arising from negligence. 
For instance, suppose there were a defect in machinery or plant 
oceurring through the negligence of a fellow-servant having 
superintendence of the machinery or plant, which was not open or 

pable to the servant, or the nature or consequences of which the 
servant was not adequately capable of estimating, then, but for the 
doctrine that the servant undertook the risk arising from negli- 
gesce of his fellow-servant, we suppose that in that case the 
master would, on the principle respondeat superior, be responsible. 
In such a case the words of the Act might have an application to 
sub-section 1 exactly analogous to the application which they have 
to other sub-sections—that is to say, they would merely remove a 
limitation of the ordinary operation of the common law peculiar to 
the case of a servant. 

Those who contend for the proposition that the Act has created a 
general responsibility towards workmen as such in respect of defects 
in machinery and plant arising from the negligence either of the 
master or anyone employed by him to superintend such machinery 
and plant, rely very much on the terms of the 2nd section, and 
particularly of the 3rd sub-section of that section, which in terms 
contemplates cases where the workman may recover though he 
knew of the defect. We must admit that there seems to us to be 
considerable force in that argument ; and we cannot help thinking 
that it gives more strength to the suspicion that in fact the 
Legislature did suppose that, but for the doctrine peculiar to the 
ease of the servant, there would have been such a general respon- 
sibility as is suggested. The answer which appears to be made to 
it is that there are cases of statutory obligations with regard to 
machinery and plant such as the obligation to fence, in which 
clearly knowledge on the part of the party injured would not 
necessarily absolve the master from performance of the duty: 
and again there may be other cases where the party injured does 
know of the defect in one sense, but the true nature of it or of the 
risk consequent thereon is not capable of being adequately appre- 
ciated by him, but can be appreciated by the master or servant 
superintending, and therefore the mere knowledge of the party 
injured would not necessarily absolve the master: and that the 
sub-section is merely laying down what in such cases shall be a 
limitation on the master’s responsibility. 

We must admit to a sort of helf-defined feeling that that sugges- 
tion is hardly an adequate explanation how the sub-section came 
to be inserted by the Legislature in point of fact. It seems to us 
perhaps more likely, as a matter of fact, that the Legislature con- 
templated a general responsibility of employers in respect of defects 
in machinery and plant towards workmen. But frequently what 
one may suspect to have been really in the minds of the Legisla- 
ture is not the legitimate test of the legal construction of an Act. 
It has been pointed out that the 2nd section only purports to be a 
limitation of the terms of the Ist rection, and therefore cannot 
legitimately be used to extend their natural import. It seems to 
us to be very difficult to prognosticate what construction may 
ultimately be placed on the Act if the question comes before the 
House of Lords. Possibly the Legislature may intervene and deal 
with the point in express terms. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, DECEMBER, 1889. 
Order XXXYVI., Rule 10. 
1, Order XXXVI., Rule 10, is hereby repealed. 


Order XXXVI., Rule 52a. 
2. Rules 49 to 52 of Order XXXVI. shall apply where any 








cause or matter or any question or issue of fact is referred to an 
official referee. 
Order XXXVI., Rule 55a. 


8. The words “‘ under section 13 of the Arbitration Act, 1889,” 
are substituted for the words ‘under the fifty-sixth section of the 
principal Act,” in Order XXXVI., Rules 54 and 55. 


Order XXXVI., Rule 55d. 


4. Where the whole of any cause or matter is referred to an 
official referee under an order of Court, he may, subject to any 
directions in the order, exercise the same discretion as to costs as 
the Court or a Judge could have exercised. 


Order XXXVI., Rule 55c. 


5. The provisions of Rules 48 to 55 of Order XXXVI. and of 
Rule 556 shall apply, where any cause or matter or any question 
or issue of fact therein is referred to an officer of the Court or toa 
special referee or arbitrator. Provided that where the arbitrator is 
appointed otherwise than by an order of the Court the provisions of 
Rule 48 as to sitting de die in diem shall not apply. 


Order XL., Rule 6a. 


6. Rules 2 and 6 of Order XL. shall apply to a reference to any 
officer of the Court or special referee or arbitrator under an order of 
the Court. 

Order XLII., Rule 31a. 

7. An award may with the leave of the Court or a Judge, and on 
such terms as may be just, be enforced at any time though the 
time for moving to set it aside has not elapred. 


Order LIV., Rule 12a. 


8. A Master of the Supreme Court may exercise all the juris- 
diction and powers conferred upon the Court or a Judge by the 
Arbitration Act, 1889. 

Order LVII., Rule 16. 


9. Where a claim is made to or in respect of any goods or 
chattels taken in execution under the process of the Court it shall 
be in writing, and upon the receipt of the claim the sheriff or his 
officer shall forthwith give notice thereof to the execution creditor 
according to Form 28 in Appendix B. or to the like effect, and the 
execution creditor shall, within four days after receiving the notice, 
give notice to the sheriff or his officer that he admits or disputes the 
claim, according to Form 29 in Appendix B. or to the like effect. If 
the execution creditor admits the title of the claimant, and gives 
notice as directed by this Rule, he shall only be liable to such 
sheriff or officer for any fees and expenses incurred prior to the 
receipt of the notice admitting the claim. 


Order LVII., Rule 17. 


10. Where the execution creditor does not in due time, as 
directed by the last preceding Rule, admit or dispute the title of 
the claimant to the goods or chattels, and the claimant does not 
withdraw his claim thereto by notice in writing to the sheriff or 
his officer, the sheriff may apply for an Interpleader summons to be 
issued, and should the claimant withdraw his claim by notice in 
writing to the sheriff or his officer, or the execution creditor in like 
manner serve an admission of the title of the claimant prior to the 
return day of such summons, and at the same time give notice of 
such admission to the claimant, the Judge or Master may, in and 
for the purposes of the Interpleader proceedings, make all such 
orders as to costs, fees, charges, and expenses, as may be just and 


reasonable. 
Order LXI., Rule lia. 


11. In Rule 15 of Order LXI. the words “‘ and no order to make 
a submission to arbitration or an award and order of the Court,” 
and the words “submission to arbitration or award”’ are repealed. 


Order LXIV., Rule 14a. 


12. Where the time for making an award is enlarged, the 
enlargement sha)l be deemed to be for one month unless a different 
time is specified in the order. 

13. These Rules shall come into operation on the Ist of 
January 1890, and may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, December 1889, or may be cited according to the heading 
thereof, with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court 1883. 
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APPENDIX. 


[Nore.—Forms 1 and 2 are in substitution for Forms 32 and 33 in 
Appendix K., and Forms 3 and 4 ara in addition to the Forms 
in Appendix B. } 

FORM 1. 
Arrenvix K. No. 32. 


[Heading as in Form 1 of Appendix K. | 


Upon hearing and upon reading the affidavit of 
» filed the day of 18 ‘ 
and : It is ordered that the following question arising 
in thie action, namely, , be referred for inquiry and 
report to , under section 13 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and that the costs of this application be ‘ 
Dated the day of 189 
FORM 2. 


Appenpix K. No. 33. 
[Heading as in Form 1 of Appendix K.] 

Upon hearing and upon reading the affidavit of 
» filed the day of 18 , and 
: It is ordered that the cause (or matter, or the 
{state whether all or some, and if so which, of the questions are to 
be tried] in this cause or matter) be tried by , who 
shall have all the powers as to certifying and amending of a Judge 
of the High Court of Justice, and shall make his report of and con- 
cerning the matters ordered to be tried as aforesaid pursuant to the 
Statute [or direct judgment to be entered and otherwise deal with 
the whole action pursuant to Order XXXVI., Rule 50]: And it is 
further ordered that the said may, if he think fit, 
examine the parties to this action, and their respective witnesses, 
upon oath or affirmation, and that the said parties shall produce 
before the said all books, deeds, papers, and writings 
in their or either of their custody or power relating to the matters 
so ordered to be tried: And it is further ordered that neither the 
plaintiff nor the defendant shall bring or prosecute any action 
against the said or against each other, of or concerning 
the matters so ordered to be tried, and that if either party by 

affected delay or otherwise wilfully prevent the said 
from making his report, he or they shall pay such costs to the other 
as the Court or a Judge may think reasonable and just: And it is 
further ordered that, in the event of the said declining 
to act, or dying before he has made this report, the said parties may, 
or, if they cannot agree, one of the Judges of the High Court may, 


application by either party, appoint a new : And 
it is ordered that the costs of this application be 
Dated the day of 189 . 
FORM 3. 


Arrenpix B. No. 28, 
Nortce of Crarm to Goons taken in Execution. 

Take notice that A.B. has claimed the goods (or certain goods) 
(where only certain goods are claimed here enumerate them) taken 
im execution by the sheriff of under the warrant 
of execution issued in this action. You are hereby required to 
admit or dispute the title of the said A B. to the said goods and 

ive notice thereof in writing to the said sheriff within four days 
a the receipt of this notice, failing which the said sheriff may 
issue an Interpleader summons. If you admit the title of the said 
A.B. to the said goods and give notice thereof in manner aforesaid 
to the said sheriff you will only be liable for any fees and expenses 
incurred prior to the receipt of the notice admitting the claim. 

Dated &e. 

To the plaintiff. 

*heriff of 
FORM 4. 
Arrenvix B. No. 29. 
Nonice or Prarsrivy or Avuisston or Dispute ov Tirie or Cuatmant. 

Take notice that I admit (or dispute) the title of A.B. to the 

goods [or to certain of the goods, namely Ser them out) | seized by 


you under the execution issued under the judgment in this action. 
Plaintiff 
or 
Solicitor. 
To the sheriff of ) 
and his officers. j 


LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM CRUELTY. 


(PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO, AND PROTECTION OF, CHILDREN Acr, 
1889 (52 & 53 Vior. ©. 44).) 


I.—Offences under the Act, and their Punishment (continued).— 
We adverted last week in general terms to the provisions of the 
Act which define the offence of cruelty to children and the punish- 
ment provided for it, but section 1 involves various matters which 
are likely to give rise to discussion. In the first place the offence 
can only be committed by a person over the age of sixtcen, and 
apparently it will be for the prosecution to prove the age strictly. 
As regards children against whom offences are committed, it is pro- 
vided by section 9 that the opinion formed by the court as to age is 
to be taken. to be correct till the contrary is proved, but there is no 
po ae ae greg as to the age of the prisoner. Where it is 
quite clear that he is over sixteen, probably the court will take 
judicial notice of the fact, but in doubtful cases if may be 
difficult to procure the ne evidence. It is important, too, to 
notice that the Act is not aimed at cruelty to children in general, 
but only when it results from the conduct of those who have the 
‘* custody, control, or charge” of them. In spite of the comprehen- 
sive nature of those words a question has already been raised as to 
whether two persons can at the same time be in this position. The 
proviso at the end of section 5(1) expressly contemplates that during 
the parent’s lifetime some other person may have the custody, con- 
trol, or charge, and about this there could hardly be any doubt. But 
the point is arguable whether the charge of a parent is in suspense 
during the custody of a schoolmaster or of a nurse. It may be noted 
that in 2. v. White (1 C. C. R. 311) a father was held:'to have charge 
of a child by reason of his legal liability to maintain it, and in the 
same manner his liability under the Act probably continues, although 
the child may have been intrusted to someone else. Moreover in 
Reg. v. Bubb and Reg. v. Hook (4 Cox. 455), where Hook was the 
father of the child, and Bubb an aunt who had the actual charge of 
it. indictments were preferred against both prisoners as having the 
child under their care and control. There seems, therefore, no reason 
to limit the operation of the Act to one person at a time, and 
probably all persons who can be said in any reasonable sense to be 
concerned in the custody, control, or charge may be brought 
within it. 

The words ill-treat, neglect, abandon, or expose, which define the 
nature of the offence, are of very general import, but are, of course, 
qualified by the requirement that the result must be likely to cause 
unnecessary suffering or injury to health. As to ill-treatment, that 
is a positive form of cruelty which should not cause much trouble, 
though, to avoid differences of opinion as to the necessity of corporal 
punishment, to which the words ‘‘ unnecessary suffering” might 
give rise, the Act provides, by section 14, for the retention of the 
right to administer this. The manner in which it may be exercised 
was described by Cockburn, C.J., in Reg. v. Hopley (2 F. & F. 202). 
The word ‘‘ neglect” will perhaps be more difficult to deal with, and, 
as it has caused trouble in the past, it might have been well further 
to defineit. It may be presumed, butis by no means clear, that it 
will not be necessary to prove that the prisoner had the means of 
supporting the child, though the reverse is the case with the cor- 
responding common law misdemeanour: Reg. v. Hogan (2 Den. 277); 
and the effect of the word “‘ wilful,” as well as the silence of the Act 
on the point, may be, in case want of means is raised as a defence, 
to throw the burden of proving it on the prisoner. Probably it 
would then be necessary for him to prove, not only want of actual 
means, but also that he could not have procured relief. This, how- 
ever, is only conjecture, and it assumes eg. v. Chandler (Dears, 453) 
not to be applicable. It may be pointed out that the Act repeals 
section 37 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. 
c. 122), which was aimed at neglect “to provide adequate food, 
clothing, medical aid, or lodging,” and the present use of the word 
“neglect” without any qualification probably shews a design to 
extend rather than to restrict the meaning it there bore. Neglect, too, 
to provide medical attendance, which was a doubtful offence at com- 
mon law—feg. v. Downes (1 Q. B, D, 25)—should now be punishable 
as likely to cause injury to health. The words ‘‘ abandon” and “ ex- 
pose” are taken from 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 27, and have been the 
subject of judicial decision in Reg. v. Falkinglam (1 0, O, R, 222) 
and Itey. v. White (supra). In the former case they were held to 
apply where a child was carefully packed and sent by train to its 
father’s abode, although no actual injury was shewn to have resulted ; 
and in the latter a father was held guilty who, knowing that the 
child had been left outside his door, wed it to remain there on an 
October night from 7 p.m. tola.m, As pointed out above, his con- 
— was based on the fact that he was legally bound to provide 
for it. 





So far we have rather been nine how slight the cruelty need 
be to make it an offence within the Act, but a grave question arises 


Dec, 14, 1889, " 
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hen it j so serious as to cause death. In this case it is natural to | speaking generally, wherever information on oath is given before 
pom * two magistrates there is reasonable cause to suspect that an 


assume that the Act would not be used, but that the prisoner would 
be indicted for manslaughter. We believe, indeed, that cases have 
already occurred in which magistrates have declined to allow a prose- 
eution under the Act, as they considered that proceedings ought to be 
taken upon the more serious offence. The objection, of course, is 
that juries are very unwilling to return a verdict of manslaughter in 
such cases, especially in cases of neglect, unless the circumstances 
are of a very aggravated character, and a person, who would 
certainly have been convicted under this Act, may thus get off 
altogether, simply because his conduct has resulted in the child’s 
death. It appears that in a recent case Mr. Bruce, the stipendiary 
magistrate at Leeds, first decided that the neglect was not 
enough to warrant a verdict of manslaughter, and then convicted 
under the statute on the ground that it was likely to cause injury to 
health ; but in adopting this course he really took on himself the 
functions of the jury, and it cannot be regarded as satisfactory. An 
alternative plan would be to send up bills both for the felony and 
the misdemeanour, but had the attention of the framers of the Act 
been drawn to the point, they wculd probably have provided that on 
an indictment for manslaughter the jury might convict of the minor 
offence under the statute. 

Section 1 thus provides against cruelty to children properly so 
called. Section 3 regards more their general welfare. Clause (a) is 
aimed at fraudulent begging, that is, at begging in the streets under 
the pretence of singing, selling, &c. ; and the offence is committed by 
anyone who causes a boy under fourteen or a girl under sixteen to 
do this. Clause (b) forbids the employment of children of the same 
age in singing, playing, performing for profit, or selling in any 
street or premises where liquor is sold between the hours of 10 p.m. 
and 5 a.m. ; but so far places of public entertainment are not affected. 
They are included, however, in clause (c), which forbids altogether 
the employment of children under ten years of age for the above 
purposes. The punishment for an offence under any of the three 
clauses is to be inflicted by a court of summary jurisdiction, and is 
the same as before a similar court under section 1—viz., either 
together or in the alternative, a fine not exceeding £25, and im- 
prisonment with or without hard labour for a term not exceeding 
three months. As to clause (}) itis provided that the loca] authority 
may from time to time make bye-laws to extend or restrict the hours 
named therein, but the most important qualification relates to the 
employment of children in theatres and other places of public amuse- 
ment. For this purpose licences may be granted by petty sessional 
courts in the case of children over seven years of age, but the con- 
ditions upon which this can be done should be carefully noted. They 
may be said to be three. One regards the duties of the employer, 
and it must be shewn that he has made proper provision to secure 
the health and kind treatment of the children. Another regards the 
particular child in respect of whom the application is made, and the 
court must be satisfied that he is fit to take tin the proposed 
entertainment without injury, but whether to mind, or body, or both 
does not expressly appear. Moreover, in addition to these matters 
the court itself has to exercise a discretion as to the time and hours 
of the day when the licence is to operate, and also as to the 
special conditions and restrictions upon which it is to be ted. Itis 
clear that magistrates who consider conscientiously all these matters 
will have no very easy task before them, and it might be reasonably 
said that they are more suitable for a committee of the local 
authority than for judicial officers. One thing at any rate is quite 
clear—viz., that the licence must be ted in the case of each 
individual child and after considering his special capacity, and it 
cannot, as some magistrates appear to have assumed, be granted 

enerally to a manager who desires to employ children. By a 
urther proviso, a Secretary of State may impose upon a factory in- 
spector the additional duty of seeing that the conditions and 
— subject to which licences sre granted are duly complied 
with. 

Section 4 provides for the immediate arrest of offenders, and also 
for the temporary protection of the child. By the first part of sub- 


section (1) a constable may arrest without warrant in cases where he | ; 


sees an offence committed and cannot ascertain the name and residence 
of the offender ; and under sub-section (2) the officer in charge of the 
station to which the offender is taken may release him on suitable 
bail being given. As to the child, the second part of sub-section (1) 
— for its being taken to a place of safety (subsequently 

efined as a workhouse or on place certified for the amg: by the 
local authority), and there detained till it can be brought before a 
court of summary jurisdiction; when this is done the court has 
apparently full discretion to deal with the child as it thinke fit until 

e charge against the accused mn has been heard. It will be 
observed that this procedure attains the double object of affording 
temporary protection to the child and also of securing that its 
evidence shall not be tampered with. 

An important power is given by section 6 similar to the power of 
search contained in section 10 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 
1885, The provisions of the section are somewhat long, but, 





offence under section 1 of the Act is being committed, they may issue 
a search warrant, and, if the suspicion turns out to be correct, the 
child may be removed and dealt with in the same manner as under 
section 4. In cases of urgency, moreover, the warrant may be issued 
by one magistrate only. As elsewhere in the Act, the operation of 
this provision will depend a good deal upon individual discretion, 
but that appears necessary in order to secure efficiency. Under sub- 
section (3) the search warrant carries with it a power of entry into 
any building, if need be, by force. This is explained by the following 
sub-section, which says the warrant is to be addressed to a poli 
officer, though, in executing it, he may be accompanied by the person 
making the information (unless the magistrates forbid) and by a 
doctor. 

In pursuance of the same principle of securing the efficiency of the 
Act, and for that purpose incorporating reforms which the 
criminal law still lacks, sections 7 and 8 make provisions with regard 
to evidence similar to those contained in the Act last referred to. 
Under the former the person accused, and his or her wife or husband, 
are competent but not compellable to give evidence, while the latter 
repeats with but slight variation the portion of section 4 of that 
statute relating to the evidence of children of tender years. Section 
10 allows an appeal to quarter sessions against a conviction by a 
court of summary jurisdiction; section 11 provides that in trials by 
indictment the expenses of the prosecution may be defrayed as in 
cases of felony, power being also given by section 12 to guardians of 
a union to charge the costs of ings they have directed to be 
taken on the funds under their control ; and section 15 prevents the 
possibility of offenders being punished twice for the same offence. 


l 








SITTINGS IN CAMERA. 


WE have received for publication the following copy of questions 
submitted by Messrs. Geare, Son, & Pease, by the instructions of Mr. 
Charles Gould, for the opinion of the Attorney-General, Mr. Kenelm 
Digby, and Mr. Cyril Dodd, and of their opinion. 

QUESTIONS. 

(1.) Is there any precedent for the exclusion (1) of the members of 
the bar, or (2) of the general public, from being present in court at 
the trial in question, and had the learned jadge, under the circum- 
stances hereinbefore mentioned, — jurisdiction to exclude either the 
bar or the public from attending the trial ? no 

(2.) Are ee any proceedings by which the validity of the learned 
judge’s order under which Mr. Gould was compelled to leave the 
court can be questioned, and, if so, what are such proceedings ? 


ANSWERS. 
a he know of no precedent for the exclusion of the members of 
the or the general public from the hearing in court of an 


action such as the one in question, and we are of opinion that, as 
the law now stands, under the circumstances of the case as stated by 
the learned counsel for the plaintiff and defendant respectively, 
learned judge was not gp epee in excluding the general 
ublic or Mr. Charles Gould. our opinion, the members of the 
, when not in the business before the court, have not, in 
point of law, any higher right to be present at trials than the general 
ublic. 
i (2.) We are of opinion that the order of the learned judge under 
which Mr. Gould was excluded from the court cannot be questioned 
by action in the courts or by any similar lega! proceeding. judge of 
the High Court cannot, in our judgment, be sued in the courts for 
words spoken or acts done in the course of his judicial functions, 
and the officials who carry out the orders of a judge, given in the 
apparent exercise of his functions, have, in our opinion, a similar 
immunity. No fine was imposed upon Mr. Gould, consequently he 


F 


E 


which in no way affect, in our opinion, the 


, the presen: 
entertain no doubt of the legality of that or of the power of 
a judge acca for banal os ripe 

(Signed) RrcHarD BE, WEBSTER, 
Kensto E. Dresy, 
Temple, Dec. 9. Crnit. Dopp. 
I desire to add to the above ion that if in any case the pre- 
siding judge should be satisfied the bringing out of the facts of 
a case would be so detrimental to public morality as to make it a 


matter of serious difficulty for the trath to be ascertained, and there- 
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by prevent justice being done, in my opinion, in such a special case, 
he might be justified in excluding the public, but no such reason 
was suggested in the present instance. 


(Signed) RIcHARD E, WEBSTER. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
SECTION 14 OF THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A new form of torture seems to have been invented by land- 
lords, and I sha)l be glad to know if any of your correspondents have 
similar experience. 

The case is this :—A block of houses was inspected by the order of 
the ground landlord—there were a considerable number of houses. 
Shortly sfterwards each lessee received the following printed notice :— 
**In pursuance of the provisions of the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 and 
1882, as solicitors for and on behalf of the person now entitled to the 
lessor’s interest in the lease under which you hold the premises, 
No.——————,, we hereby give you notice that you have com- 
mitted a breach of the lessee’s covenants contained in the said lease, 
whereby the lessee covenanted at his own expense to well and 
sufficiently repair, support, maintain, and keep the said premises, 
and all fixtures and additions thereto, in good and substantial repair 
and condition ; and take notice that you are hereby required, within 
three months from the date hereof to well and substantially repair 
the said messuage, dwelling-house, and premises; and further take 
notice that the said lessors hereby require you to pay £2 28. as and by 
way of compensation and on account of the costs, charges, and expenses to 
which they have or may be put in cons‘quence of the aforesaid breach of 
covenant on your part.” (The italics are my own.) 

You wi!l observe the ingenious mode of attempting to obtain the 
expenses of the landlord’s architect by reference to the Conveyancing 


I need not say that the tenants, being most of them poor persons, 
have been thrown into great consternation by this attempt to get 
£2 2e. per house out of them, and it is possible that some of them may 
be ciently frightened to comply. 

In the meantime, these are not days in which an attempt of this 
kind should be passed over, and I shall be glad to know whether any 
of your correspondents have met with a similar case, and generally 
to have their views upon the subject. C. T. ARNOLD. 

20, Whitehall-place, London, 8S.W., Dec. 10. 





THE DECISION IN SCHWARTZ v. LOCKET. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In your editorial remarks on the case of Schwartz v. Locket 
you seek to reconcile that decision with the authorities. The decision 
itself was, as your report shews, that the covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment implied by law on a tenancy from year to year, created by a 
lessor having 4 limited interest, ceases on the expiration of such 
limited interest Now the two authorities cited in support of the 
decision merely establish that no such contract can be implied when 
the tenant has notice of the extent or possible duration of the land- 
lord’s interest. The proposition, if so qualified, is in accordance with 
common tente ; but tenants will be surprised to learn that, while the 
law in general precludes them from inquiring into the landlord’s title, 
it gives them no remedy if he creates a parol tenancy extending 
beyond the duration of bis own term. The tenant, in practice, relies 
om his landlord’s supposed acquaintance with his own title, and if it 
turns out that the landlord’s term comes to an end during the 
tenancy, then the tenant is without a remedy, and that although, 
in reliance om his landlord’s having the power to create the full 

bargained for, the tenant may have paid a premium and 
z d large sams on the improvement of the premises. I venture 
to submit that this judgment makes new law, and is not supported by 
the previous decisions. 

In those decisions, 28 was pointed ont in the course of the argu- 
ment, there was in every case notice to the tenant of the limited 
nature of the landlord's title: in Schwartz y. Locket there was none. 
And the court did not, to far as 1 could judge, rely on Penfold v. 
Abldt, ut rather on the general principle, put in the plainest terms 
by Mr. Justice Mathew in the course of the argument, that the pro- 

ition that  leseor’s eviction by « superior landlord during # yearly 
Mating gives any remedy to the tenant, is absurd.” In « commer- 
Gal country, where tenants habitually rely on their landlord's taking 
mo undne advantage, the eflect of this decision, when it becomes 
known an4 ia acted on, will be moet disastrous. 
A SAACITOR WHO HYAKY THE ARGUMENT, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
TURNOCK v. SARTORIS—No. 2, 11th December. 


AnsiTtraTiIon—Sray or Procegpincs—Common Law Paovepure Act, 1854, 
a; 7 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the refusal by North, J., of 
an application under section 11 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
that all further proceedings in the action might be stayed pursuant to 
that section, in order that the matter in dispute might be referred to 
arbitration. In June, 1870, the defendant granted to the plaintiff a lease 
of a manufactory for a term of sixty years. The lease contained a covenant 
by the defendant with the plaintiff that the defendant would cause to be 
delivered into a certain reservoir such a quantity of water as would enable 
the defendant to furnish the manufactory with the necessary supply of water, 
notexceeding 110,000 gallons per diem, for the purpose of the business carried 
on there. e lease contained an agreement that, if any dispute should 
arise between the parties ‘‘ touching these presents, or any clause, matter, 
or thing herein contained, or the construction hereof, or any matter in any 
way connected with thess presents or the operation hereof, or the rights, 
duties, of liabilities of either party in connection with the premises,’’ then 
and in every or any such case the matter in difference should be referred 
to two arbitrators, or their umpire, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854. In 1884 the plaintiff brought an 
action against the defendant for breach of the above covenant, and in 
June, 1885, he recovered judgment for £5,000 damages. In November, 
1885, an agreement was entered into between the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant, which contained a recital of the lease, and that there had been a 
failure on the part of the defendant to deliver to the plaintiff's works a 
supply of water in accordance with his covenant, and it-was agreed that 
the defendant should forthwith make all necessary exertions to obtain 
the requisite easement for the purpose of laying a new line of pipes by the 
nearest available route from the reservoir to the works, and would within 
three months lay a new line of pipes. By the statement of claim in the 
present action, commenced in April, 1888, the plaintiff alleged that since 
the date of the agreement the defendant had not made any attempt to 
obtain, and had not obtained, the requisite easement for the purpose of 
laying a new line of pipes, though he could have done so, and that he had 
failed to provide the plaintiff with a necessary supply of water for the 
purpose of the works. The plaintiff claimed an inquiry as to the damage 
sustained by him “‘ by reason of the matter aforesaid.’’ North, J., held 
that the agreement of 1885 could not be read as part of the lease, and that 
the arbitration clause was not incorporated into the agreement. In his 
opinion the claim in the action was founded in part on the agreement, and, 
as that part of the claim was not included in the arbitration clause, he 
could not stay the proceedings as regarded part of the claim. On the 
appeal it was argued that no relief was claimed in respect of the agreement 
of 1885, and that, even if it was, the proceedings could be stayed as to one 
branch of the claim, leaving the action to go on as regarded the other. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L J., was of opinion that the agreement of 1885 could not be 
read as part of the lease. It imposed a fresh liability on the defendant, and 
modified the rights of the plaintiff. His lordship was of opinion that the 
action related to breaches of the agreement as well as to breaches of 
the covenant in the lease. The plaintiff's claim was for damages in 
respect of all the matters before-mentioned. The arbitration clause 
applied simply to questions arising under the lease, and not to disputes 
arising under the subsequent agreement. It would not be right to refer 
to arbitration a portion of the action, and then to sever the litigation into 
‘two parts. Even if the arbitration clause had included all the matters in 
dispute, his lordship thought that it would not be right to stay the pro- 
ceedings, because there were questions arising on the construction of the 
lease which it would not be reasonable to send to arbitration.—OounssL, 
Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and H. Terrell, 
Soricrrors, Oliver Green ; Bridges, Sawtell, § OC. 


TOMLIN v. LUCE—No. 2, 10th December. 


Mortoacer — Sate — Missrarement in Particutars — CompEnsaTion 
ALLOWED TO Purcnasenr—Lianitity ory Mortoaces to Morraaaor. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (33 Soxtcrrons’ 
JounnaL, 415, 41 Ob. D. 573). The action was brought by a second 
aa = ag against firet mortgagees for an account of all moneys received 
by them, or which but for their wilful neglect or default they might 
have received, in respect of a sale by the firet mortgagees of the mort- 
gaged property. In February, 1886, the defendants, acting under their 
statutory power of sale, caused the premises to be offered for sale by 
auction in several lote. The of sale comtained the following 
statement :—"' All the roads on tLe property are constructed in the best 
ble manner, are kerbed and sewered, and there is perfect main 
drainage.”’ ‘This statement turned out to be in some respects erroneous, 
and the purchaser of some of the lota refused to complete without en | 
allowed compensation. Ultimately a compromise was entered into, whic 

the court held to bea tand proper compromise on the part of the 
vendors, that they shou!d eliow the purchaser a deduction by way of 
compensation of the sum of £495, The question was whether the defend- 
ants were to bo allowed the amount of reduction in their account 
with the second mortgagee. Kekewich, J., held that the first mortga- 
gees were Mable to second agee for the misstatement, and 





[Bee obeervations under head of “ Carrent Topics,”—Ep, 8. J. j 


j that, as against the plaintiff, the value of the misstatement must be 
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—— 
taken to be £895, and consequently that in taking the account the first 
mortgagees must be charged with that amount. 

Tux Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
They said that the property would not necessarily have realized at the 
gale as large a sum if the truth had been stated in the particulars as it 
did realize in fact under the erroneous particulars. In their lordships’ 
opinion the first mortgagees were liable to account for the amount for 
which the estate would have sold for if it had been correctly described, 
and they must be treated, as against the second mortgagee, as if they had 
received that sum, if it was found to exceed what they had actually re- 
ceived for the property as the result of the compromise. Inquiries were 
directed to ascertain the amount for which the property would have 
sold if the particulars had stated the facts accurately.—CovunszL, 
Warmington, Q.C., and @. Harris Lea; Neville, Q.C, and C. Brown. 
Souicrrors, Lane, Monro, § Soutter; F. J. Thairlwail. 


EDEVAIN v. COHEN—No. 2, 7th December. 


Practice—AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS—LeAvg TO AMEND AT TRIAL— 
R. 8. O., XIX., 4; XXVIIT., 1. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of North, J. (33 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 
455, 42 Oh. D. 563), to give leave at the trial of the action to the defendants 
to amend their defences. The action was brought to recover damages for an 
alleged wrongful removal of furniture belonging to the plaintiff. By the 
evidence at the trial it appeared that the plaintiff had brought another 
action and had recovered judgment against some other persons (not defend- 
ants to the present action) who had been engaged with the present 
defendants in the removal of the furniture. After a good deal of evidence 
had been given, the defendants’ counsel applied for leave to amend their 
defences by pleading that the cause of action had become merged 
in the former judgment against the joint tort feasors. The defendants 
had not pleaded this judgment. North, J., refused to allow the amendment. 
He was of opinion that the defendants had actual notice, or constructive 
notice through a solicitor, of the former judgment. He thought the 
plaintiff could not be put in the same position as if the pro defence 
had been originally pleaded. If he allowed the amendment he must allow 
the plaintiff to new assign in respect of acts done since the former judg- 
ment, of which there was some evidence, and new evidence must be admitted, 
and the trial must be ordered to standover. He thought this ought not to 
be done at the present stage. On the appeal it was argued that without 
any amendment the defence of the former judgment could be raised, 
because it was a defence of law. The amendment was also asked for in 
the alternative. 

Tuz Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
They said that the proposed defence raised a question of fact, not merely 
a question of law, and it could not be raised without amendment. It was 
a mere technical point, and the judge had exercised his discretion. The 
application was made too late. It ought, at any rate, to have been made 
at the commencement of the trial.—Counsrn, Oswald; Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.0., and @. Hendsrson. Soxtcrr rs, Norden § Lazarus ; Morris ¢ Rickards. 


STUART v. DIPLOCK BROTHERS—No. 2, 11th December. 


CovenaANT IN Restraint or Trapge — Construction — PrRouisitIon oF 
CARRYING ON ParticuLArR Bustngess—OvgrLAPPiInGc Bustngssgs, 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Kekewich, J., i the 
defendants from violating a covenant in partial restraint of trade. In 
1879 Willicombe & Oakley granted to the late husband of the tiff a 
lease of a shop, numbered 10, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells, for 
twenty-one years. ‘The lessors, who were also the owners of the adjoining 
houses, Nos. 9, 11, and 12, covenanted with the lessee that they would not 
‘* permit or suffer to be carried on in or upon the adjoining dwelling- 
houses and shops, known as Nos. 11 and 12, Mount Pleasant, the trade or 
business of ladies’ outfitting, juvenile outfitting, or sale of baby linen, nor 
give their consent to such trades or business being carried on at or upon 
the shop No. 9, Mount Pleasant,’’ which was then occupied by a wine 
merchant. The lessee carried on the business of ladies’ outfitting, juvenile 
outfitting, and sale of baby linen down to his death in August, 1886, 
since which time the business had been carried on by the plaintiff, who was 
his executrix and universal legatee. Willicombe & Oakley afterwards 
sold their reversion in the leases of the shops to Andrews & Stone, and 
they, in September, 1885, entered into an agreement for the lease of No. 
9, Mount Pleasant to the defendants, who, as it was admitted, took the 
ee with notice of the lessors’ restrictive covenant,in the lease of No. 

0. In March, 1888, Andrews & Stone granted a lease of No. 9 to the 
defendants for twenty-one years, the lease containing a covenant by the 
defendants with the lessors not to carry on upon the premises the busi- 
nesses of ladies’ underclothing (except vests and stockings, which the 
trade-term ‘hosiery’ includes), juvenile outfitting (except vests and 
stockings), or sale of baby linen, being the business on at the 
adjoining shop by Mrs. Stuart.’’ The action was brought to restrain the 
defendants from carrying on at No. 9 the trades or of ladies’ 
outfitting, juvenile outfitting, or sale of baby linen. The defendants 
carried on at No. 9 the business of fancy drapors and hosiers, in the 
course of which they sold certain articles of ladies’ underclothing, such as 
vests, drawers, and ‘‘combinations’’ made of merino, wool, cotton, or 
Avglo-Indian (a mixture of silk and cotton), but not of linen. The 

ntiff contended that the sale of these articles by the defendants was a 

of the restrictive covenant in the lease granted in 1879 of No. 10, 

but the defendants alleged that these articles formed part of the regular 
stock-in-trade of a fancy drapor or hosier, and urged that the sale of them 
in the ordinary course of such a business was not carrying on any of the 


esos forbidden by the covenant. The only matter really in question 


was the business of a ladies’ outfitter, Kekeowich, J., held that 





defendants had broken the restrictive covenant, because some of th® 
articles which they sold in the course of their business were an 
part of the business of a ladies’ outfitter, and he granted an injunction. 
Tue Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Cotton, L J., said that the plaintiff sued the defendants on the ground 
that they took their lease with notice of a covenant entered into by their 
landlords, which she said prevented them from carrying on the 
which they were carrying on. The covenant was that the landlords 
would not ‘‘consent’’ to the on in the house occupied by the 
defendants of the business of a ’ outfitter. It was an important 
question whether a covenant, which only bound the lessors not 
“consent” to the carrying on of certain businesses 
by the defendants, could be enforced at all on 
principle of Zulk v. Mozhay (2 Phil. 774). Upon that point his 
would not give any opinion, because it had not been seriously urged by 
the appellants. But their lordships were all of — that the defend- 
ants were not carrying on the of a ies’ outfitter. 
evidence shewed that the business of a ladies’ outfitter was to sell all 
articles which ladies required for underclothing, though it seemed that 
ladies’ outfitters also sold other articles, such as hats, caps, and handker- 
chiefs. The defendants were carrying on a hosiers’ and — 
and were also selling some of the articles which were by a ladies’ 
outfitter. Kekewich, J., came to the conclusion that the business 
ladies’ outfitter could not be successfuliy carried on 
those articles, and that, therefore, the defendants were carrying 
businees of a ladies’ outfitter, and on this ground he granted the injanc- 
tion. In his lordship’s opinion, this test was erroneous. I 
shewn that the sale of these particular articles substantially 
business of a ladies’ outfitter, the matter would be entirely different. 
Could it be said that anyone who was carrying on the business of maki 
and selling stays and corsets was carrying on the business of a 
outfitter? As Bowen, L.J., had said during the argument, if a man sold 
a number of articles which a ladies’ outfitter did not sell, and did 
not sell a number of articles which a ladies’ outfitter did sell, though he 
sold some of them, could it be said that he was carrying on the business 
of a ladies’ outfitter? The defendants were sellin l ues- 
tion in the ordinary course of their business as drapers ; the question was 
whether they were carrying on the business of a ladies’ outfitter. The 
covenant did not restrain them from i 
were scld by ladies’ outfitters. If there were a mere colourable omission 
of some of the articles it would be an en different matter. It was 
admitted that there was no evidence of of 
his lordship’s opinion, the evidence did not shew that the defend- 
ants were carrying on the business of 
they were some of the articles sold by ladies’ outfitters. 
Bowen, L.J., he would assume that of which he was by no means 
convinced, that the defendants had come under an obili 
on the business of a ladies’ outfitter. But that was not the same thing as 
an obligation not to carry cn any part of the business. The business of 
a ladies’ outfitter was one business ; the business of a hosier was another 
and distinct business. The two businesses touched each other in the sale 
of some four common articles. A man did not become a ladies’ outfi! 
by reason of his selling in the ordinary couree of a wholl 
ness some of the articles which were sold by a ladies’ outfitter. In his 
lordship’s opinion, the obligation was not broken by 
part of the business of a ladies’ outfitter, oe es 
part of the business which the defendants were <P eae > Bee 
even by taking a substantial part of the former business, if part was 
also a substantial part of another were not 
prohibited from carrying on. The case would be quite differen’ 
colour of carrying on the business of a hosier, the defendants were 
carrying on the business of a ladies’ outfitter. Fry, LJ., ted 
distinction in the covenant by the lessors in the lease of 
houses Nos. 11 and 12 and the house No. 9. In the case of 
12 the lessors covenanted not vi op 
on; in the case of No. 9 they co’ 
businesses being carried on. He 
could be restrained on the ground 
But, even if they could, he though’ 
did not relate ye es the three 
it refer to the sale of any particular 
must not a — + nel 5) ordinary meaning of 
businesses of ladies’ outtitters hosiers overlapped as 
of some articles. If a hosier who sold those articles wie meh 
ing on the business of a ladies’ outfitter, the result would be 
hosier would be a ladies’ outfitter, and every Jadies’ ou 
hosier. The plaintiff had no cause of action. —Cocnsat, 
Dauney ; Warmington, Q.C., and Chadwyel- Healey. 
Sole, Turner, § KnigAt. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 

SAMPSON ». ROYAL AQUARIUM AND SUMMER AND WINTER GARDER 
SOOIBTY (LIM )—Chitty, J., 6th Deoembder, 
Inuuncrron—Abvertisements or Pustic Pearoamwance. 

Tu this case a motion was made by the tiff, an exhibitor of feats of 


at ae for an wierum injw the 
rom outing te advertie ot that the etill 
exbi 
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represent was 
wy bh ge Aquariam after his t with the defend. 
ants had q The plain complained Ut the defendant bed 
the | omitted to call in the ad they had issued announcing 
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his gement with them. The defendants stated that they had used 
their best efforts to do so. It a that the advertisements had 
announced that the plaintiff was exclusively engaged at the Aquarium, 
but bore no date, and did not state the duration of the engagement. 


Currry, J., said that the question was, whether it was the duty of a 
who had authorized the issue of advertisements announcing the en- 
ment of an exbibitor, which were truc at the time when they were 
A. to go to the additional expense of calling in the advertisements at 
the end of the engagement? He knew of no authority in favour of the 
creation of such an obligation. When the advertisements were issued 
they were issued once for all, and they were beyond the defendants’ control, 
except so far as they chose to exercise any control for their own protection 
and to avoid any confusion or disappointment to the public which might 
otherwise arise and lead to disturbances and similar disagreeable incidents 
such as sometimes occurred when the public were disappointed by what 
they thought misleading announcements. The defendants had, as a 
matter of fact, done everything they could to cancel the advertisements, 
but they were under no legal obligafion to cancel them. Moreover, not 
recalling the advertisements was not repeating the advertisements, or, in 
the language of the notice of motion, ‘‘ continuing to represent that the 
intiff was «till performing ’’ at the defendants’ place of exhibition. 
come to any other decision would be to cast a most oppressive duty on 
persons in the defendants’ situation. It appeared that in an unreported 
case of Niccolo v. The Royal Aquarium, where a lady who gave a perform- 
ance as the “vanishing lady” had brought proceedings similar to the 
present against the present defendants, an interim injunction had been 
refused by him (Chitty, J.), and, the action proceeding to trial, had been 
dismissed by Kekewich, J. He dismirsed the plaintiff's motion, with 
costs in any event.—CovnsgL, George White; Romer, Q.C., avd Haldane. 
Sorscrrors, W. Alex. Colyer ; Frank Richardson § Sadler. 


In re MACDONALD, McALPIN v. MACDONALD—Chitty, J., 7th December. 


ADMINISTRATION—CREDITORS LONG stnce DecgasED—DIsTRIBUTION OF Funp 
1x Covrt. 


This was a creditor's action for the administration of the estate of a 
person who had died in 1864. The action was commenced in 1866, but, 
the estate being ates mag was Be on —— a Senna assets 
having subse quently fallen in, an order was made 888 for proceedin 
with the ne ont inquiries. It appeared that certain eolen 
fifteen in number, with debts altogether amounting to £282, and whose 
debts were allowed by the chief clerk, could not now be ascertained to be 
alive or dead. A part of the undistributed fund consisted of Consols. 


Currry, J., said that the right order would be to carry over to the 
account of each such creditor by name an apportioned part of the Oonsols 
€ t at the market price of the day to the amount of his debt, and 

the rest of the fund could be dealt with. There was no reason why 
the whole fund should be kept in court because these particular creditors 
were unascertained.—Cotnset, F. H, Colt; G. EB. Tyrrell, Soxtcrrons, 
ZZ. Tyrrell ¢ Som. 


In re DAVIES’S TRUSTS—Chitty, J., 7th December. 


Pracrics—Patirios ror Vestrixc Onper—Service or Here or Deceasep 
Trvsrezz, 


In this case a petition was presented under the Trustee Act, 1850, for an 
order vesting copyholds in new trustees, and it appearing that the heir of 
the last surviving trustee was an infant, the question arose whether it was 
necessary to serve the heir. 

Currrt, J., said that the practice of the registrars was not to require 
the heir to be served, and Be Lsitie (L. R. 7 Eq. 323) was a decision 
im support cf the practice. He should follow Re Little. Of course, under 
exceptional circumstances, it might be right that the heir should be served. 
—So.ictror, Wren. 


JONES c. WATIS—North, J., 7th December. 


Pracrice—Discoveny—Vespor any Precuaser—Actrion ron Spectric 
Peerosmasce oy Acuesmest to accerr Lease—RiGut TO PRODUCTION 
or Lesson’s Trriz—V expo asp Poucnasen Act, 1874, 5. 2 


In this case a question arose as to the right to discovery in an action 
for specific . Section 2 of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, that “ In the completion of any such contract as aforesaid ’’ 
(i.4., = comtract of sale of land made after the 31st of December, 1874) 
“and subject to sny stipulation to the contrary in the contract, the 
te of vendor and purchaser shall be regulated by the 

is to say, first, under a contract to grant or a 
term of years, whether derived or to be derived ont of a freehold or lease- 
hold extaie, the intended lesece or assign shall not be entitled to call for 
the title to the freehold.” The bapa alleged that they had agreed to 

@ term of years of a house and land, 

the same, and they claimed specific 
him. The plaintiffs had, on the 
ean affidavit of docu- 
ments in their possession relating to the matters in question in the action. 
By their affidavit they stated oe eS ee Sa 
deeds which related to their free title to the property, and they 
objected to a those decds. This was a summons by the defendant 
to compel Pe mine of the title deeds. The plaintiffs relied on the 
section 2 as protecting them from production. On behalf 

that section 2 did not deprive him of 


——== 
sg in his possession relating to the matters in question in the 
ion. 

Nort, J., held that the defendant was not entitled to production of the 
deeds forming the title to the freehold. Section 2 imported into the 
agreement a contract that the intended lessee should not be entitled to 
call for the title to the freehold. No doubt the person who was resisting 
specific performance was entitled to shew aliunde that the lessor had no 
title to the freehold, but he was not entitled to do so by means of the 
ae ae of the lessor’s title deeds. That would be calling for the 
essor’s title. A person who was not entitled to call for the lessor’s free. 
hold title was not entitled, in the character of a litigant, to the production 
of the deeds which formed that title. That was the very thing which sec. 
tion 2 prevented him from doing. 

By the same agreement the plaintiffs had agreed to grant to the defend. 
ant a right of way as a mode of access to the house, and they stated in a 
schedule two deeds relating to the road over which the right of way was 
to be granted. One of these deeds also related to the freehold title to the 
land agreed to be demised. 

Nort, J., held that, as the agreement to grant the right of way was 
not an agreement to grant a lease of the road, the plaintiffs must produce 
the two deeds relating to the road.—Counset, Upjohn; Lush- Wilson, 
Sourcrrors, Clarke, Wocdcock, § Ryland; Watson, Sons, & Room. 





Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
PROUT v. GREGORY, SHARP (Garnishee)—6th December. 


PracticE—ATracHMENT OF Dents—DrvipEgND PAYABLE IN ADMINISTRA- 
TION IN Bankruprcy unDER Sxcrion 125 or THe BANKRUPTCY Act, 
1883—GaRnIsHEB OnpDER NISI ADDRESSED TO OrFIcIAL REcgrver. 


This was an appeal from chambers raising the question whether a divi- 

dend payable in bankruptcy is a debt Jiable to be attached in the hands of 
the official receiver to answer a judgment obtained against the creditor to 
whom it is payable. The plaintiff, Prout, having obtained a judgment 
against the defendant, Gregory, applied for and obtained a garnishee 
order nisi, under ord. 45, r. 1, to be served on Sharp, who was the official 
receiver in an administration in bankruptcy under section 125 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, in which administration Gregory had proved as a 
creditor. On cause being shewn why the garnishee should not pay to the 
judgment creditor the amount due to the judgment debtor in the adminis- 
tration, the master discharged the order. On eppeal Grantham, J., 
referred the case to the court. It was argued on the ey of the judgment 
creditor that. although by section 58 of the Act (which was incorporated 
in section 125 so as to apply to bankruptcies under that section), it was 
provided that ‘‘ subject to the retention of such sums as may be necessary 
for the costs of administration or otherwise, the trustee shall, with all 
convenient speed, declare and distribute dividends amongst the creditors, 
who have proved their debts,’’ this was to be taken subject to the limita- 
tion that, if any such debt was attached, the trustee would be bound to 
obey the order of the court. It was not intended by the Act to take away 
ja = to obey any order made by a court competent to deal with 
the debt. 
Tue Court (Lord Ooresince,'O.J., and Maruew, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Corerrper, C.J., said they had to deal with a statute which 
laid down detailed provisions for the distribution of estates in bank- 
ruptcy, and they must not vary those provisions. Martuzw, J., said it 
was clear that there was no debt owing from the official receiver to the 
judgment debtor.—Counset, P. Gye ; Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrors, J. § C. 
Robinson & Wilkins, for H. Goodger, Burton-on-Trent ; Solicitors to the Board 
of Trade. 


REG. v. HOLT (Vice-Registrar of the Office of Land Registry)—10th 
December. 


Lanp Cuarogs — Reoistration — Santrany Avruoriry — Expenses 
CHARGED ON Premises——Puntic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. o. 55), 
8. 257—Lanp Cuances ReaistaaTion AND Sgarcues Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vicr. c. 51), #8. 4, 10. 


This case decided a of great importance to sanitary authorities 
under the Public Health Act, 1875, as to the necessity for registration 
under the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, of charges 
upon premises in reepect of expenses incurred by the local authority, for 
the repayment whereof the owner of the prem is made liable under 
the Public Health Act, 1875. Suche and interest, until they have 
been recovered from the owner, are (by section 257) made “a co on 
the premises in respect of which they were incurred.’’ The point was 
raised by the Corporation of Nottingham, who, although not desiring to 
have the necessity for registration of these charges affirmed, obtained a 
rule nisi for a mandamus to the Vice-Registrar of the Office of Land 
Registry to compel him to register two charges dh certain houses in 
Nottingham created under section 257 in respect of paving expenses 
incurred by the tion as sanitary authority. It was argued that the 
Act of 1888 was never intended to apply to charges such as these ; 
although they might appear to be within the definition of ‘‘ land charge”’ 
in sostton 4, yet 1t was shewn by section 10 that the intention was to 
include only charges made pursuant to an application by the owner of the 
land—that is, an application made under such Acts as the Drainage and 
Improvement of Land Acts. The charge must be voluntarily created by 
the act of the owner of the land, and not made im invitum as in the pre- 
sent case. These charges wre often very minute, and great difficulty 





A 
the osdinary right of a litigant to the production by his adversary of 





would be experienced in re; ng them ; it would be im ble to con- 
wien ie nad 18 of the Act of 1888, (See rule 4 
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and form 3 in schedule.) In the case of intermittent under sec- 
tion 213 of the Public Health Act registration would be impossible, for 
the charge existed or not according as the premises were or were not 
occupied. It was stated that the mere registration fees for these charges 

ble annually by the Corporation of Nottingham, if registration wera 
ped necessary to secure priority, would amount to £250, and that sum 


would probably be raised to £2,000 by legal and other incidental ex- 


Lord. Corzine, O.J., said that, although the argument had been one- 
sided, those who had obtained the rule having strongly a its being 
made absolute, he had come to the conclusion that the rule should be dis- 
charged. The definition of ‘land charge’’ in section 4 of the Act of 1888 
was wide enough, with perhaps a little straining, to include these charges 
under the Public Health Act, 1875; but if the later sections were looked 
at, which explained the kind of land charges which were to be registered, 
and by implication excluded what they did not include, it would appear 
that these charges were excluded. In the proviso to section 10 reference 
was made to *‘ the person by or on behalf of whom the application was 
made pursuant to which the land charge was created,” and that implied 
that there was no land charge to be registered under the Act except one 
created in pursuance of an application. The cherges under discussion 
were not such charges, and, looked at in the light of section 10, the real 

tration clause of the Act, were clearly not within the scope of the 
Act. The rule must be discharged. Maruew, J., concurred. Rule dis- 
charged.—Oounszn, Sir 2. E. Webster, A.G., and Grifin; R. 8. Wright. 
Soxicrrors, The Solicitor tothe Treasury ; Sharpe, Parker, Pritchard, § Sharpe, 
for 8. G. Johnson, Nottingham. 





REG. v. FITZROY-COWPER (Deputy-Judge of the Croydon County 
Court)—3rd December. 


Practice—County Oovurt—ParticuLARsS—INDORSEMENT BY So.icrror— 
LiTHOGRAPHED SigNaturE—Oounty Court Ruts, 1889, orp. 6, r. 10. 


This case raised a point of importance to solicitors in respect of the 
practice in the county courts. The question was whether the indorse- 
ment of the name or firm of the plaintiff's solicitor on the particulars 
required by ord. 6, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 1889, must be in 
the actual writing of the solicitor, or whether a stamped or lithographed 
signature is sufficient. The plaintiff's solicitor, in a case of Rees v. 
Tassell in the Croydon County Court, had filed particulars of the claim 
under ord. 6, r.1. The form of particulars used was one which had been 
written out by a clerk inthe permanent and exclusive employ of the 
solicitor, and had the solicitor’s signature lithographed upon it. The 
defendant paid into court the amount claimed, less four shillings, solici- 
tor’s costs. The registrar decided that the solicitor was not entitled to 
these costs as he had not complied with rules in signing the particulars, 
and the deputy-judge upheld the registrar’s decision. The solicitor 
then obtained a rule nisi for a mandamus to hear and determine his appli- 
cation. Against the rule it was contended that the matter had already 
been heard and determined, and the court considered this objection 
fatal; but, at the suggestion of their lordships, it was withdrawn in order 
that there might be a decision settling the disputed point of practice. 
It was stated that the common practice was to use a lithographed form 
of particulars, and that that had always been considered a sufficient 
compliance with the rule. On the other hand, reference was made to the 
Appendix to the Rules: Oosts—Lower Scale 1, Higher Scale 1, as shew- 
Fay the indorsement required was an actual signature by the 
solicitor. 

Lord Coxzrines, O.J., said that he had with some reluctance come to 
the conclusion that the lithographed signature was not sufficient. Looxing 
at ord. 6, r. 10, in conjunction with the words iu the scales of costs, 
‘provided that the particulars and copies are signed by the solicitor *’ he 
could not think that there had been a sufficient compliance with the 
rules in this case. Both the rules and the appendix derived their 
authority from the Legislature, and they must be read together and 
their correct meaning given tothem. The rule for a mandamus must be 
discharged. Maruew, J., concurred, and remarked that the word 
‘signed ’’ occurred in the scale of costs as to particulars under the for- 
mer rules.—Oounsz1, Jelf, Q 0., and Muir Mackenzie ; Crump, Q.0., and 
BE. L. Thomas. Soutcrrons, Carter § Simpson; Aird §¢ Hood, 


County Courts. 
BARCLAY v. ATLAS BRICK CO.—Brentford, 6th December. 


Action unpgsr Empioygrs’ Lianmiry Actr—Propvcrion or Particvnars 
FURNISHED KY DagrenpaNnTs To AN Empioysers’ Lianttrry AssURANCE 
CorroraTION—PRIvILEGR, 


His Honour Judge Sronor, in giving judgment, said:—This is an 
— from an order made by the trar in an action under the Em- 

oyers’ Liability Act for the production of a dooument which is admitted 

y the affidavit of the defendants’ man to be in their possession or 
power, but which they claim substantially to be privil as being cor- 
respondence between thomeselves and their ‘‘ agents '’ with reference to and 
in view of threatened ee by the plaintift against them. The 
document in question is dated the 5th of September, and was produced 
for the information of the court. It is a printed form, and is headed as 
follows :—*' Private and confidential.—Answering these questions does not 
imply that the injured person is making, or will make, aclaim. Em. 
ployers’ Liability Assurance Corporation (Limited), Preliminary parti- 
culars of accident to be furnished by the agent of the corporation or b 
the employer.” Then follows a series of questions, tabularly arranged, 





as to ‘“‘the employer,” ‘“‘the person injured,” and ‘‘ the accident” in 
question, to which answers have been given in writing. The document 
was not signed, but was admitted to have been to the assurance 
corporation by the defendant company, or by their authority, from infor- 
mation supplied by them. Thereis, of course, no doubt that the plaintiff 
is entitled to the production of this document if it be not privileged ; but 
the defendant company contend that it is privileged, because the assurance 
corporation to whom it has been furnished were their “‘ agents,” and it 
was so furnished to them in contemplation of litigation. I think that this 
contention is erroneous, and that registrar’s order was quite 

The only relation which appears to have existed between the defendant 
and the assurance corporation arose from a policy of assurance which is 
not produced, but which common knowledge tells us was in the nature of 
an indemnity given by the latter to the former against pecuniary liability 
in respect of accidents to the workmen in their employment. P 

the defendant company was bound by this contract to furnish to the 
assurance corporation early iatelligence of the particularsof any accident 
in respect of which they might claim to be indemnified; at all events, it 
was proper for them to do so, and accordingly, within a week of the acci- 
dent in question, they furnished to the corporatiou the information con- 
tained in this document. Besides the contract of indemnity contained in 
the policy of assurance there is no evidence of any relation between the 
defendant company and the assurance corporation whatsoever, and conse- 
quently no evidence of any agency, and least of all of that legal profes- 
sional agency or rather relation, which, for the present is the 
only ground of privilege recognized by either the courts of law or equity 
since the Judicature Act, 1873 (see Anderson v. British Bank of Columbia, 
and particularly the judgment of Jessel, M R. (24 W. R. 724)). This ap- 
peal will therefore be dismissed, with costs, and, according to the under- 
taking of counsel, the document in question will be produced forthwith, 
as the trial is to come on next Friday.—Counsgt, Zatlock ; Atherley Jones. 








THE DUTIES OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 


We have been favoured with the following report of what took place 
during the trial of Bourke v. Davis, before Mr. Justice Kay on the 25th of 
November last :— 

Mr. Justice Kay: Mr. Harris, your client said he would give me an 
opportunity of seeing the commissioner before whom the affidavits were 
sworn. Is he here? 

Mr. Haris, Q.0.: My lord, Mr. N—— is here, and I believe Mr. S——, 
the commissioner, is here also, 

Mr. Justice Kay (to Mr. S——): Are you the commissioner before whom 
the affidavits were sworn ? 

Mr. S——: I am, my lord. 

Mr. Justice Kay: Can you tell me what was done? 

Mr. S——: I went round with the solicitor for the defendants, my 
lord, and we interviewed a great many witnesses, most of them in their 
own homes; and, as to those who signed with a mark, the affidavits were 
read over very carefully, aud the witnesses understood them. 

Mr. Justice Kay: And as to those which were not signed with a mark? 

Mr. S——: As to those, my lord, I cannot say whether they were read 
over before me or not; I should not like to pledge my word to that; but 
I should say, my lord, that it was not my duty to see that they were. 

Mr. Justice Kay: You are a commissioner ? 

Mr. S——: Yes. 

Mr. Justice Kay: What is your ordinary practice when affidavits are 
not signed by a mark ? 

Mr. S——: They are never read over by the commissioner, my lord. 

Mr. Ricsy, Q.O0.: My lord, in reference to that I may say that in my ex- 
perience it is not the practice to read over affidavits by the commissioner, 
— I confess that that course throws great doubt on the system of taking 
evidence. 

Mr. Justice Kay: You say it is not usually the practice unless there 
is something to — call the attention of the commissioner to. 

Mr. Rresy: No, my lord, but whether that is a satisfactory state of 
things is a very different matter, 

Mr, Justice Kay: In this case we have had the privilege of hearing 
affidavits not prepared by a solicitor, but by a gentleman who describes 
himself as an engineer. He seems to have interviewed the witnesses, one 
of whom absolutely contradicted the statement ia his affidavit in a most 
positive way, and said it never was read over to him atall. I m 
that this is a very unsatisfactory state of things to my mind. I 
that these affidavits have not been prepared with anything like the care 
which professional men ought to take in preparing affidavits. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Iustitution, ay ye gy London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst , Mr, Sidney Smith in the . The other directors pre- 
Soha Hunter, J Hi. Kaye, B Penni 

ohn Hunter, J. H. Kays, R. 
Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Woo 
A sum of £160 was distributed in 
admitted to the ageociation, and 


Morten 

—*- and J. T. Soott, secretary. 
io of estbeh, Sous ue eanehens Gas 
general business was transacted. 
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UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


2nd December.—The evening was devoted to business, and the debate 
down on the was not reached. The subject was—‘‘ That the ruling 
in 





of the judge in Mdlan v. Young (ante, p. 41), that he had power, by con- 
sent, to hear the case in camerd was (1) wrong in law and (2) against the 
public good.”’ 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


Candidates who sat in November could not have had better luck, as the 
were very easy. In Head I. none of the questions present any 
Fitfeulty, and probably the first—‘‘ What do you understand by the right 
of property ?’—would turn out as hard as any. It is curious that the last 
on the Conveyancing and Settled Lend Acts was untouched, as 
it usually uces one or two questions. Head II. started off with four 
the chapter on Contract, but the other questions were very 
ly elected from the rest of VolumeII. In fact the questions in this 
head, as also in the remainder of the prescribed portions of the comment- 
aries, were straightforward and elementary. The general nature of the 
papers may be fairly gathered from the result. 


1 





RECENT RESULTS. 


of failures at the Intermediate is as low as 14}, while at 
the Final almost 34 per cent. of the candidates present were below the 
requisite half- . The numbers present were almost equal—241 and 
245. A similar equality prevails at the Bar Examinations, 67 being present 
for the General ~ i’ 67 for Roman Law, of whom 30 and 20 per cent. 


LAW SIUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srcpents’ Desatrsc Socrery.—Dec. 3.—Mr. Thomas Douglas in 
the chair.—The debate—‘‘ That the decision of Mr. Justice Denman to 
hear the case of Malan v. Young in camerd was wrong’’—was opened by 
Mr. Blogg in the affirmative. He was supported by Messrs. J. B. O. 
Stephen, Daniel, Savory, Cuthbert Curtis, and L Williams; and opposed 
by Mesers. C. Harcourt and Fiske. On the motion being put to the 
society, it was carried by a considerable majority. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Auiex Fristoe, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Plummer & 
Fielding), of Canterbury, has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that 
city, on the resignation of Mr. Herbert Tritton Sankey. Mr. Fielding 
was admitted a solicitor in 1851. He is registrar of the Archdeaconries 
of Canterbury and Maidstone, and deputy-registrar of the Diocese of 


Mr. Cuaztzs Groncz Nastzs, solicitor, of Bridport and Beaminster, 
been appointed 2 Perpetual Commissioner for Idorsetshire for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Ancureaty Rostsson, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Attorney-General for Ireland. Mr Robincon was admitted 
2 solicitor at Dublin in 1480. 


Mr. Wriusam Corrzz Srvurvs, barrister, has been appointed a Pro- 
secuting Crown Counsel for tne county of Monaghan. r. Stubbs was 
called to the bar at Dublin in 1385. He is a member of the North-East 


F 


Mr. Euwzsr Goouwis Swirrz, barrister, has been appointed Counsel 
to the Atsorney-General of Ireland. Mr. Swifte was called to the bar at 
Dablin in 1863. He is a member of the North-East Circuit. 


The Right Hon. Sir Micuart Moxuts, Lord of A in Ordinary, has 
beem created « Peer for life, with the title of Baron of Spiddall. 


Mr. Azrave Enwaun Newerzan, oy S$ Otley, bas been a ge 

s Commissioner for takin, Acknowledgments of 

Minera Women for the West Riding of Yorkshire, ad 
Mr. Atrzzey Mazenatt Hicuau, wilicitor, of Manchester, has been 

eee Oaths in the Supreme Court of 


Mz. Ateenr Mrexs, solicitor. of 4, South-rquare, Gray’s-inn, has been 
& Commissioner to administer Oathe in the Supreme Court of 


Mr. Haxnr Baxx Haxrizy, solicitor, of Peterborough and Whittlesey, 
eras aneenees © Comniiestonee 60 administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court A Judicature. 


GENERAL, 
Mir. Justice Grantham, in charging the j at the Liverpool 
Aatiaes last week, said there wae one Feat fan ol to 
bs & good deal Af mleapprehension in public mind. was the 





question brought very prominently before the public in consequence of 
remarkable case trind’ at the last Liverpool Assizes—the quetios at 
criminal appeal. It was a very serious question, and one which would 
affect very materially the future administration of justice. The reasons 
against such a court were, if not conclusive, still so strong that it wag 
desirable that everyone who was in favour of it should be aware of them, 
as well as of the methods at present adopted, which did away to a great 
extent with the necessity of having the court. The procedure in civil ang 
criminal jurisprudence was totally different. In the former the object of 
each party was to conceal his hand from the other; in the latter no 
evidence could be produced at trial with which the prisoner was not 
acquainted. In the vast majority of cases in which prisoners had been 
found to be innocent after their conviction, that discovery had only been 
made months or years after the conviction, and the court of criminal] 
appeal could only have retried the case with the same set of witnesses and 
the same circumstances which the first court had had before it. They had, 
however, a court of appeal in the Home Secretary, and he thought the 
present arrangement was more favourable to the prisoner than if the court 
were established. They could not have a better example of the danger of 
a court of criminal appeal and its prejudicial effect on the prisoner than 
the case to which he bad referred. Public opinion about it was roused 
throughout the country. It was not for him to say whether legitimately 
or not, but it was roused to such an extent that any re-trial or hearing 
must have proved almost a mockery of justice, so excited were the feelings 
of the people. In such a case, when the papers were teeming with state- 
ments every day, and opportunities were afforded to obtain false evidence 
by those interested on one side or the other, it was much better that the 
case should be tried by the Home Secretary than that it should be a party 
trial by those who leaned to the one side or the other. His (the learned 
judge’s) opinion was that any change in the present system in the direc- 
tion referred to would be bad for the administration of justice. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











Date. APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Kay. ITTY. 
Monday, Dec. ... .......16 Mr. Clowes Mr. Pugh Mr. Jackson 
i. cigit: benlioenccense at Farmer Lavie Carrington 
Wednesday 18 Clowes Pugh Jackson 
, ae 19 Farmer Lavie Carrington 
I cscet iccactenccsiniise 20 Clowes h Jackson 
BAtUrday orecserersssrcesseees 21 Farmer Lavie Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokrTH, Ga. On 
Monday, Dec.  cscsssseres 16 Mr. Rolt Mr. Pemberton Mr, Beal 
17 Godfrey ard h 
Wednesday........000 s+ 18 It Pemberton Beal 
EY - “csneescastinpbons . 19 Godfrey 
Se 20 Rolt Pemberton Beal 
21 Godfrey Leach 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRiDaAyY, Dec. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Banta CENTRAL SuGaR Factories, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 20, directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Dec 14 neis & 
Johnson, Austinfriars, agents for Mitchells & Co, Glasgow, solors for petuer 

Hit, Sivrxen, & Co, LimiTsp - Creditors are req . on or before Jan 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Eomy Spain, 76, Coleman st Rundle & Hobrow, Coleman st, solors for liqui- 


JENNER & KNEWSTUB, LIMITED—By an order made by North, J, dated Nov 30, it 
= ordered that the company be wound up Colyer, Wych st, Strand, solor 
or petners 
ee renat, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 16, to 
rend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles Leech, City rd, Derby 
Purtcuarp & Oo, Limirep—Creditors are poquises, on or before Dec 31, to send 
their names end addreeses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Willie Buily, 70, Queen Victorlast Wednesday, Jan 8, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
Rovert Harriey & Co, LimiTep— itors are required, on or before Jan 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of such debt or claim, to 
Joshua Rawlinson, 16, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Tes BOURNEMOUTH OLUB, LIMITED— ane speninel.. on cr petene Bes 23, 
send their names and adar an 6 particulars o or claims 
to Mr James Haggard, Pine Hurst, Bournemouth . 
Hore,, Bimminouam, Limireip—OCreditors aro required, on or 
betese Deo #4. to send thelr names und addresses, and the peeioncese fee 
or claims, Turton, a offices essrs Johnson 0, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham TP 
OounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, « 
LAMITED In CHANCERY. 
Heim & Co, Liurrup—The Vice-Chancellor nus, by an order dated Nov 14, ap- 
Anted Bbenever Heim, Padiheam and Jemma Rawlinson, Burnley, to Be 
Potnt-ofticial liquidators 


FRIENDLY SOOLETIES DISSOLVED, 


Wiwow amp Onruanw Fun, al Prince Al Lod f Odd Fellows, Man- 
bs Ky Diag Aid Nig Be Bag tay Sy — 


London Gaaette.—Tunsvay, Dee. 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LAMITED Im OMANOMEY, 





) ALBXABDRA PALACK AMD PARK Co, Limited —Croditors are required, on or before 


Dec, 14, 1889, — 
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= 
send their names and ~—, —S the particulars of their debts or 
Jan 15, $0 Charles Lee Nichols, 1, Queen V "Wednesday, Jan 29, at 12, 
appointed for hat. and adjudicating ing upce vero debts and claims 
pees STREET OFFICES Co, L tors are souseee. on or before Jan 
31, to send their names and ow ny a the particu of their debts or 
claims, to Mr Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry Thursday, Feb 13, at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating u.on the debts and claims 
CONSTITUTIONAL News AssociaTIon, LimitED—Creditors are | et, 
before Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or Selene, to Henry Newson Smith, 37, Walbrook Friday, Jan 31, at 11, 
inted for hearing rand oe upon the debts and 
LENNOX ING Co, fixed Wednesday, Dec 18, at 12, 
at his chambers, K for the appointment of # yo an official liquidator 
LirE ASSURANCE AGENTS’ JOURNAL Co, Luairep—Stirling, J, has fixed Thurs- 
day, Dec 19, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquida- 


URHAM Saut Co, Lim1reD—North, J, bas, by an order dated Nov 25, ap- 
ee James Henry Skrine Hanning, 13, Moorgate st, to be official liquida- 
Creditors are required, on or before Jan 11, to send their names and ad- 

) iy d the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above ony, 
Jan 20, at . is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


TILLOS RAILWAY Co, Lrm1TED—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Nov 30, 
4 was ordered that the company be wound up Freshfields & Williams, Bank 
bidgs, solors for petner 
THE PHOTOGRAPHIC APPARATUS AND CHEMICAL Co, LimiTED—Creditors are re- 
ug i te on or before Jan 10, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
feulars of their debts or claims, to Mr John Smith, 8, Old Jewry Torr & Co, 
Bedford row, eolors for liquidator 
Tae SHEBA LOW LEVEL GOLD MininG Co, Sauce —Coeliiete are soquiest, on 
or before Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Lee Wright, Leadenhali bldgs, Gracechurch st, one of 
the liquidators 











UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ULL STREET TRAMWAYS Co—By an order made ; om, J, dated Nov 30, it 
was ordered that the compeny be wound up & Co, Bedford row, 
agents for Holden & Co, Kingston upon Hull, Samet nod petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


EARLSFIELD CLUB AND INSTITUTE, 20, Skelbrook st, Earlsfield, Lower Tooting, 
Surre: ec 4 
JEnsEY’ VICTORIA Brenerit Society, Lyric Hall, Cattle st, St Heliers, Jersey 
4 


Dec 
LoyaL BROTHERS FRIENDLY f£ocjETY, National School, Shepton Beauchamp, | 


Ilminster, Somerset ic 6 
Vgeonsa FRIENDLY SocrmTy, National School, Barbage, Hinckley, Leicester | 
ec 6 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 


» ow Socrgty, Nelson Tavern, Wellington rd, Aston under — Lancaster 
c4 


md, CLWYDIAN LopGEz, Farmers Inn, Back row. Denbigh 
LoyaL Howrk11s Lope8, Hawk and Buckle Inn, Vale st, Dentiek Dec 4 








UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 29. 
Atcock, HENRY, Billiter st, M t. Dec 20. Brown, Janson, & Co v Alcock, 
Kay, J. Schmettau, Abchurch lane 
CULMER, ANN, Leytonstone, Essex. Dec 31, Culmer v Chapman, Kay, J. Anu- 
ing, Cheapside Tomes 
yon y, D 3. 


London 
MEHEW, PICKARD, Sleaford, Tisooln Saddler. Jan os “Peacock, Wilson, & Cov 
Mehew, Chitty, J. Smart, Old Jewry chmbrs, Old Jewry 
Gazette.—F spay, Dec. 6 
GRAHAM, Most Noble JOHN ‘Hasan WELLINGTON, ‘Marquis of Ely, Kearsne 
Abbey, Dover. Dec 31. Tottenham v Marchioness of Ely, Kay, 
Lethbridge & Prior, Abingdon st, ee . 
London Gazette.—TUEsSDAY, Dee. 
BAYLEY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Hargnte, te, seen. ‘ee 10. Bayley v Bayley, 
North, J. Johnson, Queen st, C 
Humpurys, EDWIN GREGORY, jonten rd, , — Cheesemonger. Jan §. 
Smith v Humpbrys, Kay, J Tiling, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate 
ORMEROD, JAMES, Coine, Lancaster, Voal Merchant. Jan 7. Atkinson v 
Ormerod, North, J. Hartley, Colne 
WRIGHT, WILLIAM Huau, Caldecott, Rutland, Farmer, Dec 31. Gunnel v 
Wright, Kay, J, Spencer & Co, Cheapside 


London Gasette.—TuEspay, Dec. 3. 
ARMSTRONG, ISAAC, Carlisle, Gent. Dec3i. Mounsey & Co. Carlisle 
Dantes. ssa, Langwith, Notts, Licensed Victualler. Jan 10. Alcock, 
ansfiel 
Buiant, W1L11AM, Church Broughton, Derby, Labourer. Jan i4. Small, Burton 


on t 
Bou t, Susan, Heigham, Norwich. Febi. Keith & Co, Norwich 
BowLze, JosEPH, Burton upon rent, Brewer. Jani4. Small, Barton on Trent 
CurT1s, JAMES, Sheffield, Gent. Jan4. Ashington & C), Sheffield 


D’ ALTERA, JAMES JOHNSON, Bottisham, Cantad, Retired Surgeon Major in Army 
Jan 4. J. E. L. Whitehead, Cambridge — 
Davis, AGNESS, Plymouth. Jan7. Rooker & Co, Plymouth 


Davis, » Gapnem, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler. Jan 7. Rooker & Co, Ply- 
FALoon, i reese Saaeee, Salisbury, Banker’s Clerk. Dec 31. Sanderson & Co, 
Frnnps, ecu, Lock, Staffs, Silk Manufacturer. Marchi. Hacker & Allen, 
eet ~ THoMAS JOSEPH, Gillingham, Kent, Farmer. Jan 31. Winch, 
Gaove,, 3 Riley rd, Enfield Highway. Dec 31. Russell & Arnholz, Great 
= FREpEnIc JOHN, Fairfield, nr Liverpool, Gent. March 1. Jones & Oo, 
Hecrm, ‘Sou WHITEWAY, Harberton, Devon. Dec 17. Hacker, Newton 


Hupson, Mary, Stretford, Lancs. Jan14. Dixon, Manchester 
JOHNSON, HENRY LIONEL, Leek, Staffs, Silk Manufacturer. Jan 4. Ashington 


Semon Saag Waar WOLFENDEN, Esqr, Surgeon, Dec 3). 
St Barbe Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, W 

Jou, J3ame Pamecors, Gate, Chester, Esq, DC. Cc. L.F. RS. Jan3i. Diggles & 

KETILty, GAROLING, ‘Gunden avenue, Peckham. Jan 1. Chapman, Gray's 

LEE, JAMES, Tyldesley, Lanes, retired Farmer. Deci6. Marsh & Co, Leigh 


LUTLEY, Frances, Bridgwater. Jani. Ruck, Craven st, Charing Cross 
Massty, EDWARD BARKER, Pennington, Lancs. Dec 23. Marsh & Co, Leigh 





MICHELL, Sampson, Union rd, Rotherhithe. Jani. Chapman. Gray’s inn sqr 
MITCHELL, Exiza, Scarborough. Jan10. Rodgers & Oo, Sheffield 

Rees ~~ SaMUEL, Sheffield, Steel Merchant. Jani0. Rodgers & Co, Shef- 
| seveene RoBERT, Ryde, I W, Maj 1r General Bombay Staff Corps, CS.I. Feb 


12. Loughborough & Gedge, Austin 

NIX, Stale Somersham, Hunts, Gent. Feb 3. Wallingford & Co, St Ives, 

PENNEY, GEORGE Hosmer, Parkstone, Dorset, Merchant. Dec 31. Witt & 
Kemp Weich, Poo! 

RoMER, FRANCIS, Conduit st. Dec3i, Romer, Copthall chbrs 

Scott, SanaH, Aldbourn, Wilts. Dec3i. Phelps, Ramsbury, Wilts 

ox, CHARLES Bryny, Eccleston sq, Esq. Jani. Murray & Co, Birchin 

e 
SWALLOW, JOHN, Mexbrough, Yorks, Butcher. Jan 1. Hiizabeth Mary Swal- 


low, Mexbroug' 
Tor. GroRGE, Hepworth, Kirkburton, Yorks, Gent. Jan L Kidd & Bentley, 


Watson, WILLIAM, Pickering, York,Gent. Jan 7. Whitehead, 
WEATHRRLEY, Henry, Littlehampton, Sussex. Jan 10. Fiux & Oo, East 
avenue 
WersB, HENRY 1 Henley on Thames, Timber Merchant. Dec 31. Mercer, 
on Thames 


Henley 
Wurms, Jou, Accrington, , Lancs, Gent. Dec2i. Wild, Ramsbotton, ar Maa- 








W£ABNING TO INTENDING HOUSE 
se a house nes r 
rom Sanitary Engineering 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the 


giowre Dore reeees 
Co., 8, 115, Vuriven, est 


Ventilation of Offices, &c. —|_ ADYT.] 


A Goop InvastTwEeNT.—To purchase a house by a small deposit and a monthly 
payment of from 5s to ida. im adaition to the rent (for a period only}. is ape o¢ 
> safest and best investments to make. It requires but a small 

of capital, whilst it provides a future permanent Seeman. for further 
information * to the On ta ce Permanent Society, & 

ion, E.C,.— [ ADVT. 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.— FRIDAY, Deo, 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ar, TUNIS, Waite green, nr Birmingham, Commis- | 
sion Agent Birmingham Pet Deo 8 ‘Ord Dee 3 | Cocoa 


Northallerton Pe 


a ARTHUR HENRY, Duke as Picoadilly, Pro- DARBY, CHARLES HORACE, Sparkhill, Bi 


ssional Rider High Oourt Pet Deo 4 Ord 


ec 4 
Barwick, WILLIAM Sampson, Ramsgate, Auctioneer | EARLE, _— Frsperick, and Caarntss WIttIAM 
2 


Canterbury Pet Dec? Ord Deo 

BowLER, EDWARD, Pulborough, Sussex, Coal Mer- | 
chant Brighton Pet Dec? Ord Deo 2 

arom, Frepericok Ropert Epwarp, Crooked 


Pet Dec3 Ord Deo 
ne, 


Pet Deo38 Ord Deo 

Carver, James Epwarp, Whitehorse st, Stepney, 
Traveller for a 
High Court Pet Dec 4 Ord Deod 


GILBERT, Jostan, Alton, 
Deo’? Ord 





Comms, Epwiy, Bentgate, 


} er Jacons, Jonx, Chelmsf Rag Merchant Chelms- 
2 Se. Gun Bie ford Pet Nov 4 Sabet 


OnaWLRY, JosEPH, Waven lon, Bucks, Butcher | JAMBS, wey oe Weill I ak, Ostort st, Traveller 


Northampton Pet Dec? Ord Des Dec 
| CULVER, SaMUBL ELIJAH, and Isaac Rows Cunvse, | JOHNSON, “Twokeas, HuddersBeld, Dealer 
jombetien A Hackuey, Manu: acturers of Joxttteratiela +4 and Ad Oni Nor 2 
urt Pet Deo ILLIA oun Ash, 
er, Os —F. ee ham, | : oe Pet Deo 2 Gnd Bos = 
a ewell Birmi Pet Dee 2 i | Jonns, iLnIaM, Tomas JONES, iw. 
er ningham =F ew Ord ) tre ; an and agp 
pridd Pet Deoz Sea a. 
LIrrLs, Gt Grumeby, Mast Makers Gt Grimsby L&wrx, Watpocs, & Oo, Witton ni, Pimlico, Auc- 


tioneers High Court Pet Oot25 Ord Dec 4 


Fire, SNociu Wits, Ashley, Cantab, Miller | Liorp, Witniam, Kidd: 
Cambriuge Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 Kidderminster 
ngineer High Ucurt Pet Deo 3 Ord GaRTON, OlRISTOPAER MORRIS, Lotus in Cleveland, 


| er 
Brown, Tusoncas, Peterborough, Gent Peterborough | Middiesborough Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov mae Se JON, 
3 Hants, Outiitter . W inches- 


eases, 
Lurr, SHaDsACH, Wenbles . _. 4 Soom 
Baker St Alban’s “Tee Beos Oe Ord Deo 3 
Grenee Memanen Bee Dest 


Dec 2 
Sewing Machine Manufacturer | GorTON, Marrasw HILTON Little Hulton, Lan Macunx Som 9 Dem, Bee 
| "Plasterer Bolton Pet Oni Deo ce | at arrow ta Foreess. Trot ee  soasaa 


Carron, JOHN, Burgh Oastle, Suffolk, Market | Gormarp, Epwarp FRanK, Burton on Treat, Tailor MARSHALL, “Jou OOBBSTT, on Thames, 
a Gardener Gt Yarmouth Pot Doo 2 Ord Deo a ansbatyon. on Trent Pet | Boot Oni Deo 4 a Deo 2 On 
IKLLINGWORTH ILLIAM ¥NRY, owdley, ’ han pntist Birmin sham 
oroester, of no ocoupation Kidderminster Pet | Pet Dec 2’ Ord Deo & us 4 McRiaoy, Cees oe rata, Srecinel ra, Detain, 
Nov 26 Ord Nov a6 HARRISON, JAMBS, Lfnelad, Bucks, Horse Daaler Heer Retailer Deo 4 
CLarke, Joun, Derby, Labourer Boston Pet Dec 2 Luton Pet Deo« Ord Deo t 
Ord Deo 2 {wATH, ORAKLAS, Rutlent >a, ensington Mrxcer, Riv aclb Walmer, Kent, Mariner 
CooK, TuxopoRRK, late Piorropoint rd, Acton, Retired | ph ebige. Shop Fitter high Court ie agg A Deed Ont Deos 
Coounk “ta, tg Pet Oot a ‘Ord Nov 26 i Deo 3 MRYRICK, . ™m, pstead 
LEIAM, ‘Ashton in Makorfi Gent Bagh Ov 2 Und Deo 4 


Coogaa, M BaRnes, Wellington at, Strand, | Minn, Wino 
Frule wie man High 'Oourt eb Deo 4 Ord | tery ap moon 
ov 


eld, dol. 7 
Wigan Pet < Sy “nr Ord MinyER, FRED, 


Lincola Per Dee 2 2 
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Mu:GRAVE, JOHN, pasts. late Cloth Mater Leeds 
Pet Dec2 O1d Di 

Pye, WILLIAM, ; Sane Fishirg Boat Owner | 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 

Rawson, Jonas. Clent, bay Schoolmaster Stour- 
bridge Pet Nov% Ord Nov 26 

RICHMOND, SAMUEL FENTIMAN, South Guooes. Yorks, 


Gardener mia Pet Dec 2 ec 2 
Roprrson, JAMES, Bur pone Liquor Maker 
Bolton Pet Lec 2 Ord De 


RopwEtL, THomas Henry, ot st, Camberwell, 
Builder High Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 
Srmrpson, ALEXANDER, Queen’s rd, Peckham, no 
occu ion High Court Pet Dec? Ord Dec 2 
SmitTH, EDWARD ALBERT, Aston- nem, 
Pp gham Pet Dec 4 d Dec 4 
Sartre, WoLIAM Ty Newton, Nostolk, Gardener 
Norwich Pet Dec2 Ord Dec2 

STEPHFNSON, Sauunt. Leeds, Signwriter Leeds 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 8 

THOMPSON, JAMES po Barren, Totnes, Dow, 
Doctor of Medicine Fast Stonshouse Pet 
3 Ord , - 

TINDELL, Moss Side, Manchester, 
a. Sevdier" "Manchester PetDec3 Ord 


Dec 8 
Tweese. Ora Dec? ee Clothier Leeds Pet 


Nov 23 Ord 
AKEFIELD. E1isHa, Kinderten, Cheshire, Coal 
Agent Nantwich x, Crewe Pet Dec 4 Ord 


t 
‘Woop. Tuomas, Almondbury, Huddersfield, Mascn 
Dec 4 pe rd Dec 4 


Huddersfield Pet 
Youne. Wri11aM, Beeston, ry Clothier Not- 
em Pet Novi9 Ord ‘Dec 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Nov 22. 
Ropekrt, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALEXANDER, WILLIAM, Oakfield pn fouke, Plumber 
Dec 20 at 12 33, Carey st coln’s inn fields 

YY, Wizr1amM, Noss a croaaion Deven, 

Baker Dec 13 at 12 10, Athenzum terr, Ply- 


mouth 
a, JouN, Roscoe st, Bunhill row, Wholesale 
ioner Dec 17 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


FREDERICK CHARLES, Canterbury, Licensed 
Victualler Dec 13 at 10 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, 


Canterbury 
BaksgR, JOSEPH GUISSEPPE GARIBALDI, Finsbury mar- 
ket, Finsbury y £9:  —-aaeoa Dec 20 at 2.39 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln 
Bupronp, THoMas Epwasns, Workington, Cumber- 
land, Plumber Dec iéat12 67, Duke st, White- 
ven 
Bevan, Ricnarp LiEWweELtyy, Bridgend, Glam, 
Grocer Dec 18 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Boum. Joun, Liwyneinon, Cilrhedyn, Carmarthen, 
Farmer Dec 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 
marthen 
Brown. THomas, Peterporenah. Gent. Dec 20 at12 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborongh 
Cartros, Joux, Burgh Castle, Suffolk, Market Gar- 
— Dec 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


quan Kayetm, Hertford rd. Lower Edmonton, 
Surveyor Dec 20 at 11 43, Carey st, Linco!n’s | 


inn fieids 
Eris, Wui1aM Hewey, Faversham, Kent, Coach- 
builder Off 


Dec 13 at 9.20 


Evans, W1tL14M, Pontyeats, Llangendei:ne, Carmar- 
thenshire, Draper Dec 17 at1i Off Rec, 11, Quay | 


Exsocn WItiiam, As Cambs, Miller Dec 
ati. White Hart area Newmarket 
Stoford, Somerset, Grocer Dec 13 at 


IELIaM, 
1.15 Off Rec, Salis 
ERICK J. CoLin, Beckenham, Kent, 
Colonel Dec 19 at 19 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
Harpgr, WaLter Joun Trrrett, Devonport, Saddler 
Dec iZatii 10, = Ay: Plymouth 
HecauakD, CHARLES ADOLPHE 
Fro1s), lately of Paris Dee 1 18atil 33, Carey st, 
8 inn fields 


WiLtax, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs. Colliery 
Overiooker Dec 17at:6.20 Wigan County Court 


Hzser, “OF ene on Severn, Worcs, Innkeeper 
Dec 17 at 11 orcester 


Joussom, THOMAS. Hadierstelt Pianoforte Dealer 
Dec 4 at 11 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, New st, 


Muarrusws, Ropget, Cardiff. Builder Dec 16 at 12 
Off Rec. 99. Queen st, Cardiff 

Pearson, Beraver SANDERSON, Moreton Jeffries ct, 
Heretordshire, Fa: mer Dec 17 at 11.20 Off Rec, 


Rec, 5, Castle st, | 


orcester 
Wut. Lowestott, Fishing Boat Owner Dec 
i4ati Off Rec. 4, King st, N bh 
VE, » Smethwick, Staffs. Auc- 
— Dee t4atii 2%, Colmore row, Birming- | 


ene, SAMUEL FPENTIMAN. 
Gasdener Dec 12 at 3 Off Ree, Bank Chrabrs, 


Rostssos, James, Bury. Washing Liquor Manufac- 
tarer Decié at 10.) 16, Wood s:, Bolton 


RosHwo.tx. Buxton. urocer Dec 13 at 
11% Off Kec, County chmbrs, Marxet pl, Stock- 


port 
JamxEs, 1, Gothic villas, West green rd, 
—- Dec i3 at 11 No 16 Room, % and 21, St 


geutte, oman Scorr Mame, Norwich, late Licensed 


South Ossett, Yorks, | 


J P Aon aad Dec 14 at 11 Off Ree, 8, King st, 


orwic. 

Smiru, Wiii1aM HENRY, Newton, Neste. Gardener 
Dec 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8. Kin Braper rwich 

STEeaD, THomas, Leeda, Woollen per Dec 16 at 
12 Off Rec. 29, Park row, 

VEALE, GEoRGS, Palatine rd, Stoke Newington, 
a Dec 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s 


WHITAKER, JouN, Manchester, Ironmonger Dec 13 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Te keeter 

Wi1son, DANIEL, Liverpool, cut of business Dec 16 
at 230 Off = 85, Victoria st, Live: 1 

Woop, Tomas, Sencntoury. Huddersfield. Mason 
Dec 18 at 8 Haigh & Son, Solivitors, New st, 
Huddersfield 

Wootton, Jonn Witi1aMs, Feltwell, Norfolk, Com- 
: Agent Dec i4at12 Off "Rec, 8, King st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ANDERSON, HENRY, Stanfield rd, Stockwell High 
Court Pet Oct17 Ord Dec3 

AnsTsy, Wi~LI4M, Noss Mayo, Revelstoke, Devon, 
Baker East Stonehouse Pet Nov29 Ord jee 5 

BLEXNERHASSET, JOHN FREDERICE, Vernon st, King” 
Cross rd, Hydraulic Engineer High Court Pet 
July 16 Ord Dec 3 

Brown, THOMAS, Teattorough, Gent Peterborough 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 

CARVER, JAMES lowe White Horse st, Stepney, 
Traveller for a Sewing a Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 

Catton, JOHN, Burgh Castle, Suffolk, Market Ga 
dener Gt Yarmouth Pet 2 Ord Dec 

CHELLINGWORTH, WILLIAM HENRY, Bewdley, Wores, 
no onengeues Kidderminster Pet Nov26 Ord 

ov 

CLARKE, Jem, Derby, Labourer Boston Pet Dec z 
Ord Dec 2 

Cooper, WILLIAM BARNES, Wellington st, Strand, 
Fret Salesman High Court Pet Dec4 Ord 


4 

CRAWLEY, JOSEPH. Wavendon, asks, Butcher 
N ig re ay Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

CULVER. SAMUEL JAH, and Isaac oe CULVER, 
Pemberton Works, Hackney, Manufacturers of 
Cocoa High Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

EARLE, JOHN FREDERICE, and CHARLES WILLIAM 

ITTLE, Gt pt Mast Makers Gt Grimsby 

Pet De Dec 3 Ord Dec3 

ELcomE, RLES WILTIAM. SPggeen, Surrey, Tailor 
Kingston Pet Oct24 Ord D 

Frrcu, Enoch WItLtiaMm, poh nod Santen, Miler 
Cambridge Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 

FRANELIN, HENRY GEORGE, New Clee, sAnan, Painter 
Gt Grimsby Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 

GARTON, CHRISTOPHER Morris, Loftus a Cleveland, 
Yorks, Boot Dealer Stockton en Tees and Mid- 
dlesborough Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

GEORGE, FREDERICK Orson, Milford Haven, Fish 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 29 Ord 


4 
HaAReEison, DAVID WALTER, Manchester. out of busi- 
ness Manchester Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec3 
amgs, Linslade, Bucks, Horse Dealer 
Luton’ Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
, EDWARD THOMAS, a Yorks, Book- 
seller Dewsbury Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec4 
HERNIMAN, JAMES, em, Baker Newport, 
| Mon Pet Nov20 Ord Des 
Hr, Wiri1am, Ashton in Makerfield, Lencs, Col- 
liery Overlooker Wigan Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov30 
| Honaes, HeEwney, Upton on Severn. Worcs, Innkeeper 
Worcester Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 
| Howanrs, Louisa, Ashton under > ne, Spinster 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Novi9 Ord Dec3 
HvuscGett, WiLtiaM GEORGE, Church st, Lisson grove, 
Stationer High Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec3 
| Joussoy, THOMAS, Huddersfield, Pianoforte Dealer 
| Huddersfield Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
| Jom, Wir114amM, Mountain Ash, Glam, vollier 
| berdare Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
| 





cain GEORGE JAMES. Leigh, Yetminster, Dorset, 
Wheelwright Yeovil Pet Aug «0 Ord Sept ié 

Lioyp, WittiaM, Kidderminster, Market Garaener 
Kidderminster Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

| Luvr, SHADRACH. Wembley. Harrow, Baker St 

} Albans Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 

| Macurts, Jouy. Barrow in Furness, Steelworker 
Barrow in Furness Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

Marspen, WrLt1aM. Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet 
Nov# Ord Dec 2 

| Mercer, RicHarp, Lower Walmer, Kent, Mariner 

Cunteobasy Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 3 

| Mrtwer, Freep. late of Haxey, Lincs, Potato Mer- 

} chant Lincoln Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

| Pre, Wr114mM, Lowestoft. Fishing Boat Owner 

Gt Yarmouth Pet{Dec3 Ord Dec3 

| Rawsoy, Jonas, Clent, Worcs, National School- 

| master Stourbridge Pet Nov 26 OrtNov 28 

RicuMowD, SAMUEL FENTIMAN, 8S ‘uth Ossett, Yorks, 

Gardener Dewsbury Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Roprssom, JAMES, Bury Wasbing Liquor Manu- 

facturer Bolton Pet Dec2 Ord Dec? 

Scares, Epmonp Scorr MAny, Norwich, late 

Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet Nov 2 Ord 

Jec 

| Simpson, ALEXA® DER, Queen’s rd, Peckham, of no 

j occenpation High Court Pet Dee 2 Ord Dec 2 

| SMITH, AL¥XANDER CLARK, Spa rd, Bermondsey, 

| Leather Dresser High Court Pet Nov 49 Ord 

BC 
Samira, Wrizsax Hewny, Hopton, i Norfolk, Gardener 


Norwich Pet Dec 2’ Ord 
, Sign Writer Leeds 


STEPHENSON, SAMUEL, 

Sees Rees Reece cccke, Seliter Lasts Pet 
2 ERT HARVSY , er 

| Novi OrdDec2 ° 





Ly 


Taytor, THomAs, Greetland, nr Halifax, 
Spinner Halifax Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec's (7M 


TINDELL, ALKXANDER, Moss Side, nr Manchester 
Brewer's Traveller Manchester Pet Dec8 Op 


ec 3 

TURTLE, THOMAS po, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Py 
Nov 23 Ord Dec Obeshi 

eshire, Coal 

4 Ord 


WAKEFIELD, ‘cane, Kinderton, 
Aeent Nantwich and Crewe Pet Dec 4 


Woosrom, JOHN WILLIAM. Feltwell, Norfolk, Com. 
mission Agent Norwich Pet Nov a1 Ord 


Dec 2 
YounG, WILLIAM, Beeston, a, Clothier Not 
tingham PetNovi9 Ord D 


London Gaszette—TuEsDAyY, Dec, 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, James O., Clacton on Sea, Essex, Builder 
Cofchester Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec7 

ARMSTRONG, MaTTHEW, Newcastle on Tyne, Ac 
— Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 5 Ord 

ec 

BEARD, WILLIAM, Gueltenbans, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

BENTLEY, SAMUEL, Leods Wholesale Warehouseman 
ds Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 6 

BorroMiEY, Hanna, Stainland, ae Halifax, Widow 
Halifax’ bad Dec5 Ord Dec 

BorTroMLEY, HANNAH, Greetiand, nr Halifax, Widow 
Halifax Pet Dec5 Ord D 

Brown, SUGAR. Blackburn, a oe Blackburn 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Burton, Francis, Stockton on sen. | Grocer Stock. 
tononTees Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 

CRAWFORD, WILLIAM. South Shields. Clothier 
castleon Tyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Darsy, ROBERT, Moselle House, Lower “Tottenham, 
5 a Traveller Edmonton Pet Dec 7 

ec 

DAVENPORT, WILLIAM, Horwich, © oT Provision 
Dealer Bolton Pet Dec7 Ord VD 

DAVIES, BENJAMIN, Lilangammarch Wells, Broce, 
Butcher nee. Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Etms, ALFRED EORGE, Ly Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet Dec5 Ord 

EvVERDEN, WILLIAM PRESTON , Suffolk 
House, Cannon a Accountant High Court Pet 


Dec 6 ong 
JAMES Stephen's chmbrs, Tel h st, 
stockbroker, Wig Court Pet Oct 16 Dec 5 
, ELLEN MADGE, and ANNIE MADGE Geum 
litton, Bristol, Milliners Bristol Pet Dec 6 
a Dec 6 


HENSON, Ji re Costeidge, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 

HuMPHERY, HENBY soum, Montpelier sq. Knights- 
oe yy no occupation High Court Pet Dec 6 

r 

JAMES, Jaane, Panpertanre, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Jos, 8. W., Deal, Vouchbuilder Canterbury Pet Nov 
23 Ord Dec 6 : 

Jouy, JosEPH, Hakin, Hubberston, Pembrokeshire, 
Butcher Pembroke Dock Pet Dec6 Ord Decé 

Jonas, JULIUS, Cheapside, F' wwneding Agent High 
Court Pet Nov2t Ord Dec 

Jom, OHARLES THOMAS, ‘ill Herefordshire, 

ae Merchant Worcester Pet Dec 2 Ord 


Dees 

KeEeMpst#r, JOHN, New aapuien, Wilts, Grocer 
Swindon Pet Dec5 Ord D 

LANCASTER, WILLIAM WATTHIAS. —_— Deal, Gent 
Canterbury Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

LATHAM, EDWARD Store, Leeds. late Boot Protector 
Manufacturer Leeds Pat Dec6é Ord Dec6 

LrEwIis. ROBERT, Marshchapel, Lincs, Farmer Great 
Grimsby Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 6 

LEY, GEORGE, ton in Furness, Fruiterer Ulver- 
oo a Barrow in Furness Pet Dec 5 Ord 


New- 


Liv, Dave, jun, Shanklin, I W. Rangorn New- 
port avd Kyde Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

MIDDLETON, ROBERT, Ramsgate, Stockton on Tees, 
iuabesper Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 5 Ord 


Monsrs, “reonss, Boston, Derbyshire, Fishmonger 
—_ Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Opry, Henry Gene. 7 Wilts, Innkesper 
Bath Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Parker, FREDERIOK SypNEY,. Uplands. Swansea, 
oy ermal Agent Swansea Pet Dec 5 Ord 


Dec 

Passen, GrorGE, Norbiton, Raster. sajes King- 
ston, Surrey Pet Oct 15 Ord D 

Pearcs, Mark, St Michael, Bristol, Byer Bristol 
Pet Dec6é Ord Dec6 

Perry, WILL1AM THurRsTon, Aldenham set, St Pan- 
cras, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Deo 
6 Ord Dec6 

Preston, James, Leicester, Commercial T:aveller 
Leicester Pet Dec4 Ord Dec5 

Price, JONATHAN, Lianrwst.eDeubighshire, Quarry- 

Po:tmadoc and Blaenau Festintog Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Gongs Joun, St Denys, Southampton, 

Baker 8 uthampton Pet Dec7 Ord Deo7 

Riou, Gorge VATCHEL, Leeds, Surgeon-Dentist 
Leeds Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 

Ropinson, Joun, Norton, a SE Yorks, Market 
Gardener cheffield Pet DecS5 Ord Dec 

Rovss, Joun, Leicester, Florist Leicester Pet Dec 
4 Ord Decs 


SuxpranD, Joun Henry, Soham, Oantab, Tarf 
|" jeanne Cambridge Pet Dec 6 Ord 
sar, Guanine, 





er chbrs, London wall, Hosier 
High Court Pet! Dec 6 Ord Deos 





juilder 


>» Ac. 
> Ord 


onham 
seman 
Vidow 
Vidow 
kburn 
Stock. 
New- 


ham, 
Dec 7 


vision 
recon, 
5 

rilder 


iffolk 
; Pet 


h st, 
Dec 5 
SULD, 
Jec 6 
seeds 


ghts- 
ec 6 


Yeath 


ry- 
Pet 


on, 
bist 
ket 


arf 
rd 
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a 

grant, WILLIAM Coxe. Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 6 

Srrir, WILLIAM. Fs eee, Sussex, Builder Brighton 
5 

toca, HENRY, Erith, cant, Gottether’s Clerk 
Rochester Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

West omnia, Commission 


THOMPSON, 
‘Agent S West Br Bromwich Pet Decs Ord Dec 5 

THoRNTOY, HagRy, Seven Sisters rd, Fotenham, 
Joiner Edmonton Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 

WsALE, WiiL1aM Epwarp, Rock, Worces, late 
Ferme. Worcester Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

WEBSTER, SAMUEL, Leeds, Baker Leeds Pet Dec5 

5 


Wsston, JOHN, Wardour st, Oxford st, Licensed 
Victualler Aigh Court Pet Septé Ord Nov 14 
WHEATLEY, lhester-le-street, Durham, 
Painter Durham Pet Dec6é Ord 
WHITEHEAD, B, Mark ~ Merchant High Court 
Pet Nov2t Ord Dec5 
WILD, Gaones HENRY, paitten:, a Plate Worker 
ifax Pet Dec7 Ord D 
WrencH, RICHARD ‘Avausrus, B Boughton, Chester, 
duns Gardener Chester Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 5 
Emity, Gnosall, Stafford, late —— 
Proprietress ’ Brighton Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 
The Me aha ey. notice is substituted for that 
OMAS, Hikeston, Derbyshire, Dr 
oaleen. m, Derby Draper 
Derby Pet ‘Nov’ ovi8 Ord Nov 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
EvERATT, SraGingsose®, Line Lincs, Farmer 
Dec 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, i ln, Hull 
ANDERSON, HENRY, 26, Stansfield rd, Stockwell Dec 
24at11.15 33, Garey st, Lincoln’s inn 
NG, MaTrHEW, Newcastle on_ Tyne, 
Accountant Dec 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink In, 
Newcastle on 
Aston, JOHN CHARLES, h rd, Kilburn, House 
Agent “Dec 19at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
BaRWICK, WILLIAM SAMPSON ae Auctioneer 
Deo 19 19at4 53, High st, Marga 
BoorH, WILLIAM ALFRED fossop, Der 
Manufacturer rg 18 at ~ Ba ft Prost e rte 8 


chmbrs. Bridge st, Man: 

BOTTOMLEY, HANNAH , Stainland nr Halifax Dec 19 
at 11.15 Off Rec, Halifax 

BOTTOMLEY, HANNAH, Greetland, nr Halifax Dec 19 
at 11.80 Off Rec, Hallifax 

Burton, FRANCIS, Stockton < on Tees, Grocer pene 17 
atil Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboro 

CAMFIRED, CHARLES SaMUEL, Houndsditch, em 
gs Dec 24 at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

EpwIn, Bondgate, nr Ri = _— Miller 

Dec't9 at 12 Black Bull Hotel, 

CRAWFORD, WILLIAM, South Shields, Clothier Dec 
21 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Davis, GEORGE, late Crondall st, Hoxton, Perambu- 
lator Manufacturer Dec 19 at 2.30 83, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

ALFRED GEORGE, Bexley, Kent, Builder Dec 
23at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
ERIS, Loftus in Cleveland, 
Yorks, Boot Dealer Dec 17 at 11 Off Ree, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesboroug! 

GEORGE, FREDBRICK Onsone Milford Haven, Fish 
Merchant Dec 20 at 12 ‘Temperance , Hall, Pem- 
broke Dock 

oo. ; JosIaH, Alton, Hants, Suateier Dec 18 at 

Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampte: 
A EDWIN JOHN, Hitchin, He ~~ = Dec 
19 at 11.80 Off Rec, Park >} West uton 

Gorton, MarrHEw Hirron, Li e Hul anee, anes, 

Plasterer Deci8atii 16, Waa st, Bolton 
. EDWARD , Burton on Trent, Tailor 
Dec 17at3 Off Ree, 8t James’s chmbrs, Derby 

GREENWOOD, EDWARD — Arthur st, Walworth, 
Builder Dec 20 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Bestugel st, Lincoln's oe my 

GRIMsHAW, CHARLES Manchester, Iron- 
monger Dec 17 at 12 A Reo, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
age st. Mancheste: 

Hamyo WILLIAM, Chigwell row, Essex, Miller 
Jan 16 " at 10.15 Court house, King’s Lyan 

Harrison, JaMgEs, Linslade, Bucks, Horse Dealer 
Dec 19 ‘at 11 O# Rec, gy st West, Luton 

HEALEY, CHARLES Manchester, Dealer in 

Dec 18 at 11 von Rec, Ogden's chmbrs, 
Bridge st. Mancheste 

HowarTu, Lovisa, Aanton under Lyne, Spinater 
Dec 19 at 2 Townhall, Ashton under Lyn 

Jacons, JoHN, Chelmsford. Merchant Dee 17 at 
2.30 Shirehall, Ohelmsfor 

me = W.. Deal Coach builder Dec 19 at1 Black 

orse ee Seon Deal 

ee UB, Be Jam eit Bankrupto ey bides, 

ere ec 20 at ptcy ‘or 
tugal st. Lincoln’s inn fields 
GSTON, Henry, Lower Phillimore pl, Kensington, 
ay Dec 24at11 383, Oarey st, Lincoln’s 

Lancastsr, WILLIAM Marrmrag Upper De Kew 
Gent Dec 19 at 1.30 Black Horse . 

son Deo 


lox, Davi, jun, Shanti I. W., oa 
Wati Holyrood eaapen ‘New wport, I, 
5 RR embley, Harrow, Baker ‘Deo 20 
at 11.30 G. Annesley, solor, St bans 
Manso, WALTER THOMAS, Wattord, Herts, Watch 
Maker Dec 20 at 10.80 G. Annesley, solor, St 


MERCER, RIcHA Lower Walmer, Kent, Mariner 
Dec Oat 19.90 "Black Horse H gtel, Deal 
MippteTon, Ropert, Ramsgate, Stockton on Tees, 
Tanke separ Deo iat il Of Rene Albert va 
Moss, WILLIAM Diane Sountho! ‘s Frodin 
Merchant To ‘On 


Lincs, Corn Deo 1 
Reo, 3, Haven ot; Gt Grimsb y 


OxForD, GeorGE, King’s rd, Chelsea, Undertak®* 
Dev 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 


PARKER, FREDERICK SYDNEY,  Uyant Swansea, 
Commissi Dec 1 Off Rec, 97, 





PRESTON, JAMES, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 

Dec 19 at 1230 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Roapauseme, CHARLES, Athi Warwickshire, 

os i mt Dec 19 at 8 25, Colmore row, 
rm: 


ROUSE, JORN, Leicester, Florist Dec 19 at 3 Off 
riar ian 


iter . 
Rowe, Henry Sparrow FuLproox, Luton, Beds, 
Licensed Victualler Dec 19 at 11 Off Rec, Park 
st West, Iiuton 
SHEPPARD, JOHN Henry, Soham, Cambs. Turf Cor- 
respondent Dec 23 at 2 White Hart Hotel, 


Newmarket 
ILLIAM Co Leicester, Grocer Dec 18 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


er 4 r Dec Wat 
. Annesley, Solicitor, St Albans 
AMUEL, Hull, Grocer 


Dec 17 at 11 Off 
Ree, Trinity House lan e, Hi 
THOMAS, Henry, Erith, Kent, Solicitor’s Clerk Dec 
: Ott Reo, High st, Rochester 
‘otnes, Devon, 


REW Barep, Totn 
oy of Medicine *Dec 17at 12 Castle Hotel, 


— 
ALEXANDER, Sutton, nr Macclesfield, 
—— Traveller Dec 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Driioe st, Mies Manchester 
—_, — x, quakes’ s Yard, Giam, Grocer 
ec 19 a Rec, Merthyr 
Piccadilly, Artist Dec 19 at 11 Bank- 


w rape bidgs. Portugal st. Lincoin’s inn fields 

ru 8. Po: 3 e) 

WILD R GEORGE HENRY, . Tin Plate Worker 
Dec 19 at 12 Off Rec, Halifax 

Youna, A. Stuart, First Avenue Hotel, Holbo 
Esq Dec 19 at 2.30 geo itcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Youna, Witt1amM, Beeston, Notts, Clothier Dec 17 
at 11 Off Reo,” Rec, 1, High ee, Nottingham 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Ark, Tunis, Wylde Green, nr Birmingham, 

sion on Agent A Brcinchees Pet Dec 8 Gra Des 8 
. MatTrHEew, Newcastle on Tyne, Ac- 

countant Newcastle on Tyne Pet. Dec 5 Ord 


5 
BRowN, SaGaR, Blackburn, Book Seller Blackburn 
Pet’ Dec7 Ord Dec 7 


BURTON, FRANCIS, Stockton on Tees, Grocer Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Dec4 Ord Ded 4 

Darby, Sones, Moselle House, awe Tottenham, 
Co! cial Traveller Edmonton Pet Dec 6 


Ord 
DavIEs, i Llangammarch Wie > Bosom, 
Beumune Carmarthen Pet Dec 4 Ee 
HTY, HeEnRY BrouGHam, High con ‘Milk 
Dealer Court Pet Nov5 Ge Dec 6 
Etms, ALFRED GEORGE, Bexley, Kent, Builder 
pos Wantind Susttd, Sotencs Grocer Yeorl 
» Som e0 
bet Non a0" Ord Dow's 
GENTRY, HERBERT, Soy be. Norwood 
High Court Pet Nov 15 ’ Ord 
GorTON, MaTTHEW HILTO 


Dec 5 
, Colonel FREDERICK J. COLIN, Beck 
Kent’ h Court Pet Novti Ord Decé 


we) Chigwell Row, em, Seeee, Miller 
King’s L Lynn P “Kensington Ord Dee bridge 
f Sours Pet Dees pues 4 


~~ Pet kent il Ord 


» jan, Wells st, Oxford st, Traveller 
Mfligh Court Pet Deo 2 Ord Dec 5 
JAMES, JAMES, Pontardawe, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
JOHN, Ji Hakin Hubberston, Pembs, Butcher 
Lig jock Pet Dec 


zs THomas, Ledb Heref 
der or Merchant Worcester Bet Des Ord 
JONES, WILLIAM, Lineage JonzEs, and EpwWakD JoNEs, 
Trebanog C Colliers, 


lymmer, ! late Butchers 
Pontypridd Pet nee 2 Ord Dec5 
JOHN, Sew “ey Wilts, Grocer 
Swindon. Pet Pet Deo $ Dec 5 


McELnoy, OHARLES WILLIAM 
Beer, Retailer High Court Pet Dec 4 


M Tuomas, B ton, 05 Ord D 
PotD Ord Dec & 
Winttant ye Victoria Dock 
Butcher's Manager High Oourt Pet Nové Ord 


Opny, HENRY er aaa, Devizes, Wilts, Innkeeper 








DecS Ord DecsS 
PERARC! MAR St Bris D Bristol 
bet tater 
Perry, WILLIAM » Aldenham st, St 


pas igconnad Vistealice High Court Pet 
PuaTE, Hewett Epov. Manchester, General Mer- 
chant er Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 7 





ortmados and Biaenan Festiniog Por Dac S 


ROBINSON, JOHN, Norton, Campsall, Yorks, Market 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


<I oe eRe bees Onl beet 
STUART, WARD HENRY, cn nr Rams- 
cule, 


WooLForD, JOSEPH, and JOsEPH WILLIAM WOOI- 
FORD, row, Silver st, 
High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Dec5 


ORDER OF Bry dd te AND RECEIVING 


Lanark villas, Poe hed 
Widow High Court pone Gos pe Ane ¢, 1886 Ad 
Nov 12, 1886 Annul Dec 
a bak tl LLED. 
Woops, ALBERT W., St Geenae' s rd, ora. Pim Renee 
ragon <= 
Adjud Aug 12 Dee's 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Dec. 17.—Measrs. roses. at the Mart, E.C., at 1 for 
advertisement, 


20’ tits week: Dea) ogecmthey 


pe* Lg County 
Hotel, Lancaster, uipreehold Ei Hstate (: (see Ly 
ment, this week, DP. 4). 


BIRTHS, manner os AND DEATHS. 


Duncan.—Dec. 6, at M H Twi 
pracy gue uae Tritee 
Temple,  Snatnendiiees of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 
Leaoetr.—Dec. 10, at St. Mathers + 


Frederic — 
late Rev. Leageet 
Seer Stashast Aspal, Suffolk. “Bobet et, 





pares. 
—_ emp er Ry @. 212, Evering- 
road, U, per Clapton. John Holder, solicitor, of No. 


so Carshalton, after short illness, 
Thomas 





Where difficulty 4 is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

The Subscription to the Soutcrrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28%; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


ALEXANDER CROSSMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 


road, W.C. 


— GaatE, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 


Hewry EDWARD Esq. 


GRIBBLE, 
Bedford-row, WO. a C., and 19, ‘liament-s' 


JOHN ARTHUR ItiFFE, Esq. (Messrs. Liffe, ten > Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.C. 


Messrs. Som, 3 enw “wr Gribble, & Oddie), 88, 





DIRECTORS: 
rome ta W.O. 


PENNINGTON, 
64, Lincoln’s-inn-' 


outta Newcour, Oar alee We Woe and’ 


onal EDWARD LAKE, aed (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square 


Reape, Fe, Eritchard &8) 
9, Bridge-street Weetmingey 


— Hat. _(Meuers Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 





The OBJECT OF THE SO 


SOCIETY 
to ensure the highest efficiency in all 


is to enable Weticteens, by co-operation 


wennshes of their Law 


f ha pavestved $8 it. in 
=> ve v per cen’ a after which such Customers take the 


among w 
Stationery work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom In addition. LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List, 
requiring payments 


de a reserve and a 6 per referential enneatetine dividend, 
the somndabiens and (4) Customers, being 
Solicitors whose accounts amount to £100 per annum (less payments), until the 


After asi 
PROFI are divided between (a) SI 


and the §& supplies 
before adeee — 
Price 








goods on account and without 


Lists forwarded post-free on application to the Secretary, W. H. §, 


SHIRLEY. 
The Society does not give legal advice or transact any work which is required by law io be done by a duly-qualified Solicitor. 


12, NEW COURT, 


CAREY STREET, W.C., 


and 49, BEDFORD KOW, W.C. 








R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, 
dad su 
CANDIDATES, orall y and bi 
CITORS’ 
py and FINAL, and LL.B. Examinations. 
ee = 1s. per month. Many PUPILS HA 
—For further parti 
copies of * Hints o ag Hints on Stephen's Commentaries 
street, Gavan Manchester 


L!%J PARTNERSHIP. — Solicitor (ad- | 
ee ee 1888) Desires Junior Part- | 
eoreadtn and General aoe | 

no | 


(town o} Ven y | Olerkship 
objected gr, county M., Crescent House, Ipswich. 





SP don as Geo (Admitted 1888) wants Situa- 
eral or = Sa Clerkship | 

£120. — Apply, 

court, 8.W. 


Boors, 157, TS road, Earl’s- 


erntiones to 
A 

for bo SOLI- 

and BAR PRELIMINARY, INTER- 

HAVE | VALUERS OF IRONWORKS, MINES, AND COLLIERIES. 

culars, and | 


radaressy tf, oe | | patiatecbroagh Corporatien 8 por Cont. Debenture 





| First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C. 





ao ACCOUNTANT, “4 
. pre- 





‘ANTED, in Country, a Principal Clerk | giving the utmost value in 
W a ar ASE. Experienced val 


.— Address, by letter, with 
Of tots moniele care ot Wither eRe. | 
Oornhill, E.C. “ 


iaaeae. 





| Fe MEDICINE.—Professor W. M. | 
MITH, 





oes 
Piste, Jewellery, D Diamonds, Pearis, and other 


New Bond-street, W 


ALUATIONS for PROBATE, &.— 
a & SON (Licensed 


regis, Pall Mall East, 5 ba B 
¥ eo Ae auae of Gold, Silver, 


te ine. mubdidede ol Acbauk Veban. 


gems 


ithe to H.M. The Queen, 156, 








REVERSIONS AND LIFE POLICIES | 


MONTHLY PERIODICAL SALE. 
Messrs. SLADE & BUTLER, Reversion Valuers 


in- 
se Se 
vances carried out at from 


iircias Ser Senn Segue taba of Hea 
of H 

4 Bend Send plan and particulars es uth ot 
Walbrook, E.C. . 


L_ROOLn's - INN - PIELDS. — Lower 
Ground Floor 


; light, dry, and 


almost protessional 
any 

or business purposes 0 club; good ft 

ew eetabliah in this contre 

to Hovsakasemn, 5 and 4, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


F want out 
I fd. Money with Fose—amounts | Oretis 











C. Cussene, personally if possible, 3, SCs Foe | are 


4 Strand and 36, Pi Piccadilly, PURCHASE Liphatres 


| of upwards of f 
| all pro forma 
— | continued support.—N.B. F 


~~ 





JNO. STEVENSON & COWPER, 


MIDDLESBROUGH, 


Partnerships and Sales and Purchases negotiated. 


tock : prospectuses on applicatio 
Telegrams, “ Iron.” 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 


ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC. 


OOK-PLATES IN MEDIZ VAL AND MODERN 
STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 





Telephone No. 2,730, 
Seale for Companies Engraved and fitted to Presses. 


OOKS DOUGH. —To Bacontere, 8 Solici- 
Y SOTHERAN 





of Books, in town cr coun 
x} ana 


juers promptly ty 
se Meee eons or j. Ay to sellers, 
Esta’ elegraphic Address, Bookmen, 
London. Code in use, Unicode. 


| LONDON GAZETTE pp ttished | 4 authority MENT 
'V ERTISE oor 


LONDON and CO 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, F 


STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 





gue, Gestia, ioe Statu- 
tory Notices to Creditors tors and Diesolu: tions of Partner- 
ship, wie nepemery Declaration. Official ppemaped 
forms "sdverticament and file of “ nm 
rete kept. By appointment. 

EMPLE AVENUE OLUB, LIMITED.— 





Annual Su : £2 2s,, Town Members 
£1 1s., Country —For va Yonlenoe of 
and to inh social and ne Se ie jaterqourse. 5 

an 
Club accommodation ecg Fe 
Billiard Room, wy -y— tnd floor on and = 
known eee fee or 


aS Lendea, E, O. fr from wisn tarthsent 





ESTABLISHED 1861. 
BLES SCE BAN K.— 


THREE per CENT. EREST allowed on 
DO to ier tn on demand. 


Two ighiy yt on CURRENT 
ACCO ee pistnem a, 
Daignegs, when not Sevan Belew 1 


Bank andertakes f 
charge te G waa of Deeds eM ~¥ Mipings, and other 
ae seg tag none 


rene BIRKBECK ALMAN with full particu- 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
Plate, Bs announce at ate Sales by aa of 
ko, are held on Mondays, Wednesdays . Thursdays 

tn attenti 
par eaecy oa ois Sealy mee 
=< for the disposal of Property of deceased and other 


x f the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. 'D. oe ae to include large or smal] 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture Bona eR ivate houses. 


Valuations for o> or fer. Terms on ap. 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1798), 88 and 39, it, E.C. 

M . Johnson & ond beg to notify that 
their . Sales o: Apparel, Piece 











Befitner Gor ure eld Sn Sook day of tie Be 
are on 0 eo Wi 
Saturday excepted). ° 


poe ISH BP HOUSES or APART- 
UGHOUT on 
es ag gi HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and vee a Suits all, 
Founded A.D. 1 
Pesstih, dhiesd Geek te Wee, from £10 to 


£10,000. 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given 
Uatalogues, estimates, Press opinions, tes \ 


F, MOEDER, 148, 29, & 360, Tottonham-court-rd..W. 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
ch, Corporation of ¢ London, &eo. 








To Her Maj 
the Judicial 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and G: rae for Regieteare, Town Olerks, 
eaten ‘and Olerks of the Peace. , 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY I.ANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886 


AUTHORITY 








BY 


Every requisite under the above Acws suppiied on the 
shortest notice, 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOOIATION 
deribsdon, SHARE ORRTIPIOATES, Disanrunns, 
BHALS dest oiei ccltantned. We Cuange toe for Biatcbes. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, B.C, (ourner 





Dost OLANCEE Ka VENSOROFT, Manager, | 


eante’ -inn). 
Annual and other Stamped and Filed. 


OBR maxens, 
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